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INTRODUCTION 


WHEN  President  Woodrow  Wilson  went  to  the  Peace 
Conference  in  1919,  he  was  given  a  copy  of  a  study  of  the 
Congress  of  Vienna,  prepared  specially  for  the  Paris  meet- 
ings by  the  English  historian  C.  K.  Webster.  Mr.  Wilson 
refused  to  read  it,  on  the  grounds  that  neither  he  nor 
anyone  else  dealing  with  the  revolutionary  problems 
created  by  the  First  World  War  had  anything  to  learn 
from  the  diplomacy  of  the  previous  century. 

The  President's  attitude  was  widely  shared  in  his  own 
time;  and  it  would  be  foolish  to  claim  that  his  kind  of 
willingness  to  disregard  the  past  is  dead  even  today.  But 
it  is  certainly  less  prevalent.  Growing  awareness  of  the 
perils  of  international  relations  in  a  thermonuclear  age, 
and  of  the  frightening  penalties  of  faulty  statecraft,  has 
reduced  our  self-confidence.  There  is  evidence,  in  the  serv- 
ice schools  and  other  parts  of  the  government,  of  an  actual 
eagerness  to  seek  guidance  in  history  and  to  test  whether 
reflection  upon  past  diplomatic  methods  and  problems — 
the  kind  of  problems  to  which  the  lecturers  in  this  dis- 
tinguished series  are  invited  to  address  themselves — might 
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not  actually  help  us  find  solutions  for  some  of  our  present 
perplexities. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  these  tendencies  will  continue, 
inside  the  government  and  out.  Certainly,  if  the  past  has 
anything  to  teach  us,  we  had  better  try  to  learn  it,  for  our 
own  diplomatic  methods  have  not,  of  late,  been  conspicu- 
ously successful.  Last  New  Year's  Eve,  the  President  of 
the  German  Federal  Republic,  Dr.  Theodor  Heuss,  aston- 
ished an  audience  that  had  expected  the  usual  innocuous 
Sylvester  abend  speech  by  launching  a  spirited  attack  upon 
political  practices  of  the  Western  alliance.  Its  leaders, 
President  Heuss  claimed,  had  allowed  the  conduct  of 
foreign  affairs  to  become  entangled  in  a  web  of  slogans 
and  ideologies.  The  art  of  negotiation  had  been  replaced 
by  "almost  improvised  meetings  with  flash-lights,  loud- 
speakers and  press-conferences";  and  this  public-relations 
approach  to  international  affairs  had  succeeded  only  in 
deepening  the  gulf  between  East  and  West  and  heighten- 
ing the  danger  of  war.  "Politics  should  change  its  style," 
Dr.  Heuss  insisted.  At  the  risk  of  being  considered  old- 
fashioned,  we  should  return  to  the  traditional  methods  of 
diplomacy,  in  the  hope  that  they  might  bring  us  closer  to 
a  settlement  of  at  least  some  of  the  problems  of  our 
troubled  world.1 

This  proposal  has,  of  course,  been  made  by  others — 
notably  by  George  Kennan — but  it  is  particularly  striking 
coming  from  a  German.  For,  although  Germany  produced 
one  of  the  most  illustrious  masters  of  the  arts  of  statecraft 

1  New  York  Times,  1  January  1958,  p.  1;  The  Bulletin  (issued  by  the 
Press  and  Information  Bureau  of  the  German  Federal  Government)  ,  vi, 
No.  I    (7  January  1958)  . 
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in  the  modern  period,  Prince  Bismarck,  it  has  also  given 
the  world  two  illustrations  of  the  drastic  results  that  can 
come  from  neglecting  the  resources  of  diplomacy  and  pre- 
ferring more  violent  means  of  attaining  national  ends. 

Dr.  Heuss  himself  was  born  when  Bismarck  was  still  in 
power,  and  all  Germany  was  still  proud  of  the  position 
and  influence  won  by  his  statecraft.  By  the  time  he  was 
ready  to  enter  public  life,  however,  that  pride  had  hard- 
ened into  arrogance,  and  the  great  Chancellor  had  been 
dismissed  by  a  ruler  who  regarded  cautious  and  systematic 
diplomacy  as  un-German  flabbiness2  and  preferred  dra- 
matic gestures  and  shows  of  force.  The  Hussar  tactics  of 
Wilhelmine  statecraft,  while  failing  to  accomplish  their 
purpose,  aroused  general  suspicion  and  fear  of  Germany 
and  contributed,  in  no  small  measure,  to  the  coming  of 
war  in  1914.  During  that  conflict,  moreover,  the  right  of 
making  political  decisions  was  taken  over  by  the  Army 
High  Command,  whose  chiefs  proceeded  to  commit  the 
egregious  diplomatic  blunders  that  helped  make  defeat 
and  severe  peace  conditions  inevitable.3 

In  the  postwar  years,  to  be  sure,  foreign  affairs  were  con- 
ducted, at  least  for  a  time,  in  a  safer  and  saner  manner. 
Traditional  diplomacy  came  into  its  own  again  in  the 
Weimar  period  and  found  at  least  one  gifted  practitioner 
in  Gustav  Stresemann.  But  the  effectiveness  of  his  efforts 
to  solve  national  problems  by  peaceful  negotiation  was 

2  See  Die  Grosse  Politik  der  Europaischen  Kabinette,  1871-1914:  Samm- 
lung  der  diplomatischen  Akten  des  Auswartigen  Amtes  [hereafter  cited  as 
G.  P.]  (Berlin,  1921  ff.) ,  xxrv,  116,  and  E.  L.  Woodward,  Great  Britain  and 
the  German  Navy   (Oxford,  1935)  ,  pp.  172  ff. 

3  See  Hans  W.  Gatzke,  Germany's  Drive  to  the  West:  A  Study  of  Ger- 
many's Western  War  Aims  during  the  First  World  War   (Baltimore,  1950)  . 
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blunted  by  lingering  Allied  suspicion  of  Germany's  re- 
liability, and  this  distrust  found  its  justification  in  clear 
evidence  that  Stresemann's  policies  did  not  enjoy  the  sup- 
port of  large — and  dangerously  bellicose — groups  within 
his  own  country.  Those  efforts  may  have  been  doomed  in 
any  case.  Even  in  the  Stresemann  period  Germany  was  al- 
ready becoming  involved  in  the  web  of  slogans  and  ideol- 
ogies of  which  President  Heuss  has  spoken;  and  this  en- 
tanglement soon  led  to  the  abandonment  of  peaceful 
methods  of  reaching  political  solutions  in  both  the  inter- 
national and  the  domestic  sphere,  as  well  as  to  the  con- 
quest and  eventual  destruction  of  the  nation  by  Adolf 
Hitler,  a  man  whose  contempt  for  diplomacy  was  exceeded 
only  by  his  ignorance  of  its  uses. 

To  review  the  story  of  the  uses  and  abuses  of  diplomacy 
in  German  history  may  be  instructive,  particularly  in  these 
times  and  in  this  country.  Henry  Kissinger  has  written  re- 
cently that  one  of  the  reasons  for  our  faulty  perspective  in 
matters  of  foreign  policy  is  our  lack  of  tragic  experience.4 
We  have  been  a  singularly  fortunate  people;  in  the  realm 
of  foreign  affairs,  nothing  very  unpleasant  has  ever  hap- 
pened to  us.  But  we  live  today  in  so  dangerous  a  world 
that  it  might  be  well  for  us  occasionally  to  reflect  upon 
disaster;  and,  if  we  cannot  do  so  by  recalling  tragedy  in 
our  own  past,  we  can  at  least  ponder  the  tragic  experience 
of  others.  For  this  purpose  there  is  surely  no  more  suitable 
object  of  contemplation  than  Dr.  Heuss's  own  country, 
which,  in  the  course  of  his  lifetime,  moved  from  the  se- 
curity and  prestige  of  the  Bismarckian  Reich,  by  way  of 

4  Henry  A.  Kissinger,  Nuclear  Weapons  and  Atomic  Energy  (New  York, 
1957),  p.  426. 
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the  horrors  of  two  world  wars,  to  the  divided  and  vulner- 
able Germany  of  our  own  day.  A  study  of  some  aspects  of 
German  statecraft  from  Bismarck's  time  to  the  present 
may  explain  the  urgency  of  Dr.  Heuss's  New  Year's  Eve 
advice  and  persuade  us  to  give  some  serious  thought  to 
the  criteria  and  the  potential  role  of  an  effective  diplo- 
macy for  our  times. 
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FROM     BISMARCK 
TO    ADENAUER 

Aspects  of  German  Statecraft 


Chapter  One         BISMARCK: 
DIPLOMACY 
AS     A     VOCATION 


IN  FEBRUARY  1847  a  young  woman  named 
Johanna  Puttkamer  sent  a  letter  to  her  fiance  in  which, 
yielding  to  the  literary  taste  of  the  day,  she  wrote  the 
words,  "Loyalty  is  the  very  fire  that  always  vivifies  and 
sustains  the  heart  of  existence."  The  recipient  of  this 
communication,  a  Pomeranian  squire  with  modest  hold- 
ings at  Schonhausen,  repeated  this  sentence  in  his  reply 
and  remarked  that  it  struck  him  as  being  "one  of  those 
nebulous,  misty  phrases  from  which  it  is  difficult  to  de- 
rive any  clear  meaning  and  which  not  infrequently  have 
injurious  results  when  they  are  carried  over  from  poetry 
to  actuality — especially  by  women  who  as  young  girls 
have  observed  life  almost  exclusively  through  the  spec- 
tacles of  the  poet."1 

This  was  perhaps  less  than  ardent;  but  then  not  even 
love  should  be  allowed  to  excuse  bad  prose,  and  this  un- 

1  Ftirst  Bismarcks  Briefe   an  seine  Braut  und   Gattin,  edited  by   Fiirst 
Herbert  Bismarck    (Stuttgart,  1900) ,  p.  34. 
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feeling  East  Elbian  landholder  was  never  one  to  tolerate 
the  inflated  phrase.  Twenty  years  after  this  time  he  was 
making  even  unkinder  comments  about  the  stylistic  flights 
of  envoys  of  the  Prussian  crown  and  counsellors  in  the 
Foreign  Ministry,  complaining  that  their  dispatches  were 
marked  by  "pompous  phraseology"  or  "cheap  bombast,"2 
and  rejecting  their  drafts  because  they  were  cacophonous3 
or  burdened  down  with  meaningless  superlatives.4  It  was 
not,  in  fact,  easy  to  meet  the  literary  standard  set  by  Otto 
von  Bismarck. 

V  Bismarck's  critical  qualities  were  put  to  full  use  in  the 
first  years  after  he  became  Minister  President  and  Foreign 
Minister  of  Prussia  in  1862.  He  inherited  a  diplomatic 
service  which,  although  it  had  been  founded  by  Frederick 
William  I,  enjoyed  little  prestige  in  the  country.  This  was 
due  partly  to  the  military  traditions  of  the  Prussian  state, 
where  it  was  infinitely  more  glamorous  to  wear  the  King's 
coat  than  to  indite  dispatches,  and  partly,  and  perhaps 
more,  to  the  timid  and  vacillating  nature  of  Prussian 
foreign  policy  during  the  first  sixty  years  of  the  nine- 
teenth century,  which  was  hardly  designed  to  attract 
spirited  and  talented  young  men.  Filled  with  mediocre 
minds,  and  lacking  the  kind  of  diplomatic  tradition  that 
might  at  least  have  made  them  aware  of  the  importance 
of  systematic  procedures  and  provided  them  with  a  few 
general  rules  of  conduct,  the  Prussian  foreign  service  was 

2  Fritz  Hartung,  "Bismarck  und  Arnim,"  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi 
(1951)  ,  51. 

•'i  Arthur  von  Brauer,  Jm  Dienste  Bismarcks:  Personliche  Erinnerimgen, 
edited  by  Helmuth  Rogge  (Berlin,  1936),  p.  101. 

i  Ludwig  Reiners,  Stilkunst:  Ein  Lehrbuch  deutscher  Prosa  (4.  Aufl., 
Munchen,  1951),  p.  359. 
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in  a  sorry  state  in  1862 — disorganized,  undisciplined,  and 
destitute  of  either  uniform  method  or  clear  channels  of 
communication. 

These  conditions  were  too  serious  to  be  corrected  over- 
night; nor  were  they.  A  source  of  immediate  concern  to 
Bismarck  when  he  took  office,  they  continued  to  demand 
his  attention  not  only  during  the  years  in  which  he  was 
founding  the  Reich  but  also  in  those  that  followed,  when 
he  had  to  expand  the  Prussian  foreign  service  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  empire.  If,  in  the  end,  he  succeeded  in  trans- 
forming the  chaos  of  1862  into  order  and  efficiency,  in 
improving  the  personnel  and  the  performance  of  the  For- 
eign Ministry,  and  in  bringing  the  diplomatic  service  to 
a  level  of  technical  excellence  that  was  probably  unsur- 
passed in  Europe,  it  was  certainly  due  in  part  to  the  criti- 
cal capacity  that  had  been  brought  to  bear  upon  Johanna's 
style  in  1847  and  that,  later,  watched  over  the  education 
of  the  candidates  for  the  Bismarckian  foreign  service.5 

But  it  was  not  only  criticism  and  the  other  forms  of 
deliberate  indoctrination  that  effected  improvement  in 
Prussian  diplomacy  after  1862.  Much  was  accomplished 
also  by  the  force  of  example.  Bismarck's  great  personal 
triumphs  in  the  1860's  gave  a  new  luster  to  the  diplomatic 
profession;  and  the  young  men  who  were  drawn  to  it  by 
this  fact  regarded  their  chief  as  the  embodiment  of  all  the 
arts  of  diplomacy  and  wanted  to  learn  them  from  him. 
Some  of  them  were  willing  to  do  the  most  routine  tasks 

5  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the  achievements  and  the  limitations  of 
Bismarck  as  educator  of  the  foreign  service,  see  Gordon  A.  Craig,  "Bis- 
marck and  his  Ambassadors:  The  Problem  of  Discipline,"  Foreign  Serxnce 
Journal,  xxxm    (June  1956)  ,  20  ff. 


O  FROM  BISMARCK  TO  ADENAUER 

for  the  mere  privilege  of  observing  his  methods;  and  we 
find  Ludwig  Raschdau  writing:  "We  [Foreign  Ministry] 
counsellors  were  perhaps  really  only  hacks,  but  at  least 
daily  observation  gave  us  the  advantage  of  following  the 
master's  work  regularly."6  Some  came  to  study  in  order 
that  they  might  in  time  surpass  their  teacher;  and  some- 
times their  eagerness  to  do  the  latter  made  their  study  im- 
perfect and  their  understanding  incomplete.  But  few  who 
were  associated  with  him  for  any  length  of  time  went 
away  without  feeling  that  they  had  been  privileged  to  see 
political  genius  at  work. 

What  were  the  specific  qualities  that  made  Bismarck 
appear,  to  his  own  and  later  generations,  to  be  the  very 
model  of  diplomacy,  and  continue  to  arouse  reluctant 
admiration  even  in  the  breasts  of  those  who  disapprove 
of  his  methods  or  the  results  of  his  labors?  Perhaps,  if  we 
seek  these  out,  we  can  gain  some  understanding  of  the 
reasons  for  Bismarck's  successes  in  foreign  policy  and  for 
the  failures  of  his  immediate,  and  some  of  his  more  re- 
mote, successors.  From  such  an  attempt,  moreover,  we 
may  even  come  closer  to  an  appreciation  of  the  uses  and 
the  limitations  of  diplomacy  itself. 


Bismarck  came  to  diplomacy  late  and  as  an  outsider.  He 
was  already  thirty-six  years  old,  a  firmly  established  land- 
holder, and  a  Landtag  deputy  with  a  budding  reputation 
when  he  was  appointed  as  Prussian  envoy  to  the  federal 

o  Ludwig  Raschdau,  Unler  Bismarck  und  Caprivi   (2.  Aufl.,  Berlin  1939)  , 
p.  64. 
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diet  at  Frankfurt  in  1851.  Yet  he  wasted  no  time  in  mas- 
tering the  rudiments  of  his  new  profession.  In  the  first 
weeks  of  his  mission,  he  wrote  to  his  wife,  who  had  not 
yet  joined  him,  "In  the  art  of  saying  absolutely  nothing 
with  lots  of  words  I  am  making  raging  progress,  and  I 
write  dispatches  of  many  pages  which  read  just  as  plain 
and  blunt  as  any  leading  article,  and  if  Manteuffel  [the 
Minister  President]  can  say  what's  in  them  after  he  has 
read  them,  then  he  can  do  more  than  I."7 

One  has  only  to  read  a  few  of  the  Frankfurt  dispatches 
to  realize  that  this  need  not  be  taken  too  seriously.  The 
impressive  thing  is  rather  the  speed  with  which  Bismarck 
acquired  that  gift  so  essential  to  the  diplomat  in  the  field: 
the  ability  in  a  written  report  to  analyze  a  situation  and 
to  disclose  which  of  its  features  merit  special  attention. 
Years  later,  the  novelist  Theodor  Fontane  wrote: 

Bismarck  says  in  one  of  his  letters:  "The  art  of  land- 
scape painting  does  not  lie  in  the  ability  to  reproduce 
a  whole  landscape  faithfully,  but  much  more  in  being 
able  to  discover  the  one  point  by  which  this  particular 
landscape  is  to  be  distinguished  from  all  others."  This 
is  wonderfully  true  and  is  not  restricted  merely  to  land- 
scapes, but  to  any  given  situation.8 

This  ability  to  discern  the  salient  feature  Bismarck  pos- 
sessed from  the  very  beginning;  and,  despite  his  attempts 
at  self-depreciation,  he  also  possessed  the  art  of  presenting 
what  it  revealed  to  him  in  a  manner  that  wholly  justified 
the  right  he  exercised  later  of  criticizing  the  stylistic  de- 

7  Briefe  an  seine  Braat  und  Gattin,  p.  281. 

8  Theodor   Fontane,   Briefe   an   seine   Freunde     (2    vols.,    Berlin    1925), 
n,  20. 
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linquencies  of  his  subordinates.  Manteuffel  can  have  had 
no  trouble  in  understanding  the  reports  of  one  who,  had 
he  not  been  a  diplomat,  would  probably  have  become  one 
of  Germany's  greatest  letter-writers  in  any  case.  Bismarck's 
dispatches  were  well  organized  and  written  in  clear,  force- 
ful language;  their  arguments  were  systematically  mar- 
shaled and  supported  by  the  skillful  use  of  analogy  and 
citation;  and  they  were  enlivened  with  much  concrete 
detail,  with  sudden  flashes  of  humor,  and  with  many 
phrases  that  are  difficult  to  forget  once  they  have  been 
read.  The  great  dispatch  of  May  1856  in  which  Bismarck 
described  Austria  and  Prussia  "ploughing  the  same  dis- 
puted acre"  and  waiting  for  war  "to  set  the  clock  of  evo- 
lution at  the  right  hour"  illustrates  these  qualities,9  as  do 
the  remarkable  letters  written  to  Leopold  von  Gerlach  in 
the  following  year.10 

To  his  profession  Bismarck  brought  a  not  inconsider- 
able knowledge  of  Europe  and  its  courts  and  peoples, 
and  this  he  eagerly  expanded  as  the  years  passed  and  as  he 
moved  from  Frankfurt  to  St.  Petersburg  and  from  there 
to  Paris.  He  was  always  a  good  linguist,  recognizing  that 
languages  were  the  doors  that  led  to  an  understanding  of 
other  lands;  and  he  read  and  remembered  the  literary 
masterpieces  of  Germany's  neighbors.  The  diversity  of 
his  readins,  is  shown  in  that  rather  severe  letter  to  To- 
hanna  that  is  quoted  above,  for  Bismarck,  before  send- 
ing it  to  his  fiancee,  appended  to  it  some  verses  of  an  un- 
named  French    poet,   a   long   poem   written   by   Thomas 

9  Otlo  von  Bismarck,  Die  gesammellen  Werke  (15  vols,  in  19,  Berlin, 
1924  if.) ,  ii,  142. 

10 Ibid.,  xiv/1,  especially  464-474. 
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Chatterton,  and  the  Lord's  Prayer  in  Italian  (this  last, 
apparently,  because  he  liked  the  sound  of  it)  .n  When  he 
moved  from  the  field  to  the  Foreign  Ministry  in  Berlin, 
Bismarck  had  much  less  opportunity  than  formerly  to  use 
the  languages  he  had  acquired;  and  he  resorted  to  all 
sorts  of  expedients  to  keep  them  alive.  In  the  late  1860's 
he  was  still  writing  stilted  but  amusing  letters  in  English 
to  the  friend  of  his  youth,  John  Lothrop  Motley;12  as  late 
as  the  1880's  he  was  still  carrying  on  fitful  conversations 
in  Russian  with  his  Eastern  specialist,  Arthur  von  Brauer; 
and  at  all  times  his  marginal  comments  on  Foreign  Min- 
istry drafts  were  written  as  frequently  in  Latin,  Russian, 
English,  French,  or  Italian  as  in  his  own  tongue.13  The 
extent  to  which  Bismarck's  knowledge  of  languages  other 
than  his  own  facilitated  rapport  with  representatives  of 
other  lands  would  be  difficult  to  gauge,  but  it  was  surely 
not  inconsiderable. 

Bismarck  always  enjoyed  travel;  and,  once  he  had  be- 
come a  diplomat,  he  traveled  with  deliberate  purpose.  He 
made  this  clear  in  September  1855  when  Leopold  von 
Gerlach  reproached  him  for  paying  a  visit  to  Paris  and 
suggested  that  one's  political  principles  could  only  be  de- 
filed by  contact  with  that  city.  Bismarck  replied: 

You  criticize  me  for  being  in  Babylon,  but  you  surely 
cannot  demand  from  a  diplomat  hungry  for  knowledge 
the  kind  of  political  chastity  that  sits  so  well  on  a  sol- 
dier like  Liitzow  or  on  an  independent  country  gentle- 
man. In  my  opinion  I  must  learn  to  know  the  elements 

11  Briefe  an  seine  Braut  unci  Gattin,  pp.  39-41. 

12  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/2,  especially  762. 

13  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  pp.  97  ff. 
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in  which  I  have  to  move,  and  I  must  do  so  by  my  own 
observation  as  far  as  opportunities  present  themselves 
to  me.14 

Ein  lernbegieriger  Diplomat!  This  was  a  true  descrip- 
tion of  Bismarck  during  his  twelve  years  in  the  field,  and 
his  whole  subsequent  career  testified  to  the  thoroughness 
with  which  he  went  about  the  business  of  accumulating 
data  about  the  resources,  the  governmental  structure,  and 
the  ruling  elites  of  the  European  states,  as  well  as  about 
their  present  and  potential  power,  their  conception  of 
their  own  interests  and — most  important — what  they  knew 
and  thought  about  the  questions  in  which  Prussia  was 
vitally  interested.  "I  have  just  come  back  from  London," 
he  wrote  to  Albrecht  von  Roon  in  July  1862.  "The  people 
there  are  much  better  informed  about  China  and  Turkey 
than  about  Prussia.  Loftus  [the  British  envoy  in  Berlin] 
must  be  writing  more  nonsense  to  his  minister  than  I 
thought."15  These  personal  impressions,  added  to  and  cor- 
rected over  the  years,  gave  Bismarck  a  perspective  that 
could  not  have  been  provided  merely  by  reading  dis- 
patches, and  from  his  reflections  upon  them  came  some  of 
his  most  striking  general  observations  about  the  character- 
istic behavior  of  the  different  European  states.  Some  of 
these  have  an  almost  startling  relevance  to  our  concerns. 
When,  for  instance,  the  Austrian  minister  Kalnoky  com- 
plained about  the  difficulties  that  the  Russians  caused 
whenever  he  sought  to  arrange  negotiations  with  them, 
Bismarck,  drawing  on  his  memory  of  his  own  St.  Peters- 

14  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/1,  415. 

IB  Albrecht  Graf  von  Roon,  Denkwiirdigkeiten  (5.  Aufl.,  3  vols.,  Berlin 
1905)  ,  ii,  101. 
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burg  years,  wrote:  "This  natural  defect  of  the  Russians 
will  not  be  cured  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  Austrian 
psychiatry.  Russia  is  more  an  elementary  force  than  a 
government,  more  a  mastodon  than  a  diplomatic  entity, 
and  she  must  be  treated  like  bad  weather,  until  things  are 
different."16 

Before  he  was  called  back  to  Berlin  in  1862,  to  take  the 
post  he  was  to  hold  for  almost  thirty  years,  Bismarck  had 
acquired  a  knowledge  of  Europe,  great  linguistic  ability,  a 
mastery  of  diplomatic  forms  and  procedures,  and  a  ca- 
pacity for  analysis  and  reporting  far  beyond  the  average. 
Moreover,  in  St.  Petersburg  he  had  learned  the  difficulties 
of  representation  at  a  court  where  the  ruler  prefers  to  con- 
sort with  soldiers  rather  than  with  diplomats — a  circum- 
stance that  he  was  to  complain  about  on  many  occasions 
in  his  later  career,  but  which  he  accepted  as  a  fact  of  life.17 
In  Frankfurt,  earlier,  he  had  also  had  his  first  experience 
in  negotiation  and,  in  his  dealings  with  the  representatives 
of  the  lesser  German  courts  during  the  Crimean  war,  had 
demonstrated  a  decided  flair  for  it.18  In  short,  he  under- 
stood the  principal  functions  of  the  working  diplomat — 
representation,  reporting,  and  negotiation— as  only  a  pro- 
fessional can  understand  them;  and  this  was  not  unim- 
portant. For,  apart  from  the  expertise  and  the  precision 
that  it  lent  to  the  statecraft  of  his  Berlin  years,  what 
Bismarck  had  learned  in  the  field  gave  him  a  realistic  view 

16  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  127. 

17  See,  for  instance,  Gordon  A.  Craig,  The  Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army, 
1640-1945    (Oxford,   1955)  ,  pp.  261-266. 

18  See  A.  O.  Meyer,  Bismarcks  Kampf  mit  Oesterreich  am  Bundestag  zu 
Frankfurt  (Berlin  and  Leipzig,  1927),  pp.  100-120,  207-249,  and  Kurt 
Borries,  Preussen  im  Krimkrieg  (Stuttgart,  1930) ,  pp.  204  ff. 
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of  the  capabilities  of  diplomatic  agencies.  He  may  have 
made  mistakes  in  the  way  in  which  he  adjusted  relations 
between  the  Foreign  Ministry  and  the  field — and  how  seri- 
ous they  were  will  be  treated  in  a  later  chapter19 — but 
they  were  never  mistakes  that  stemmed  from  naivete  or 
from  an  overestimation  of  what  the  diplomat  in  the  field 
could  be  expected  to  accomplish. 

In  addition  to  these  professional  or  technical  skills, 
Bismarck  possessed  certain  qualities  of  mind  and  person- 
ality which,  in  his  Berlin  years,  impressed  his  co-workers 
and  seemed  to  them  to  contribute  to  the  success  of  his 
statecraft.  He  was  a  man  of  unfailing  courtesy20  and  great 
charm  and,  on  occasion,  could  be  witty  and  even  genial; 
and,  although  he  had  a  good  opinion  of  his  own  abilities, 
he  was  free  from  the  kind  of  personal  vanity  that  made 
Gorchakov  ludicrous  and  ruined  Harry  Arnim.21  He  was 
too  good  a  diplomat  to  make  the  mistake  of  thinking  that 
more  than  short-run  advantages  were  to  be  gained  by 
falsehood  in  direct  communications  with  other  powers; 
and  he  knew,  in  any  case,  that  there  were  other  ways  of 
hiding  the  truth  when  it  was  necessary.  Therefore,  al- 
though he  was  sometimes  disingenuous  in  dealing  with 

l!)  See  below,  Chapter  Four. 

20  Perhaps  "unfailing"  is  too  strong  a  word.  Hohenlohe  said,  sometime 
in  the  1880's,  that  "Bismarck  handles  everything  with  a  certain  arrogance, 
which  gives  him  a  great  advantage  over  the  timid  minds  of  the  old 
European  diplomacy.  He  has  done  that  at  all  times."  Quoted  in  Ludwig 
Reiner,  Bismarck   (2  vols.,  Miinchen,  1956-57)  ,  I,  25. 

21  Bismarck  always  insisted  that  statecraft  was  not  a  matter  of  personal 
vanity,  and  his  objection  to  Arnim  was  rooted  in  the  fact  that  he  consid- 
ered him  i<>  be  a  "vain  unscrupulous  egoist,"  who  put  his  own  prestige 
above  that  of  the  state.   See  Hartung  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  ci.xxi,  58. 
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his  own  subordinates,22  with  foreign  envoys  he  generally 
obeyed  that  part  of  the  diplomatic  code  that  held  that 
gentlemen  do  not  lie  to  one  another.  For  all  of  these 
reasons,  foreign  diplomats  found  that  doing  business  with 
him  was  pleasant,  and  even  stimulating,  and  often  came 
to  the  point  of  giving  him  their  full  confidence. 

Had  he  been  asked  to  evaluate  his  own  gifts,  Bismarck 
would  almost  certainly  have  placed  emphasis  upon  cau- 
tion and  patience.  Shortly  after  he  became  Minister  Presi- 
dent, he  wrote:  "I  am  now  conducting  foreign  policy  in 
the  same  way  that  I  used  to  go  on  snipe  hunts,  and  I 
don't  put  my  foot  forward  until  I  have  tested  the  hillocks 
on  which  I  have  to  step  to  see  whether  they  are  sound 
and  can  hold  me."23  He  was  no  believer  in  action  before 
conditions  were  favorable,  and  he  continually  urged  pa- 
tience on  his  aides.  "We  can  set  our  watches,"  he  wrote 
to  his  envoy  in  Munich  in  February  1869,  "but  the  time 
passes  no  more  quickly  because  of  that,  and  the  ability  to 
wait  while  conditions  develop  is  a  prerequisite  of  prac- 
tical policy."24  In  any  evolving  situation,  he  felt,  it  was  a 

22  See  below,  Chapter  Four.  By  misleading  his  own  envoys,  of  course, 
Bismarck  was  seeking  to  mislead  the  courts  to  which  they  were  accredited, 
and  this  can  hardly  be  described  as  scrupulous  honesty.  But  the  whole 
question  of  truth  in  diplomatic  intercourse  is  a  difficult  one;  and  it  is 
important  not  to  accept  such  over-simplified  and  prejudiced  views  as  that 
of  Holstein,  who  claimed  that  Bismarck  had  "a  complete  contempt  .  .  . 
of  the  truth."  See  The  Holstein  Papers,  edited  by  Norman  Rich  and 
M.  H.  Fisher,  i.  Memoirs  and  Political  Observations  (Cambridge,  1955) , 
p.  119. 

23  A.  O.  Meyer,  Bismarck,  der  Mensch  und  der  Staatsmann  (Stuttgart, 
1949),  p.  117. 

24  Hajo  Holborn,  "Bismarck  und  Werthern,"  Archiv  fur  Politik  und 
Geschichte,  v   (1925-26) ,  482. 
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mistake  to  commit  oneself  to  a  definite  course  of  policy 
too  soon,  and  he  insisted  on  this  all  the  more  because  he 
knew  that  this  was  a  weakness  to  which  his  fellow  coun- 
trymen were  especially  prone.  "It  was  always  a  failing  of 
the  Germans,"  he  said  late  in  life,  "to  want  to  attain  all 
or  nothing  and,  in  their  headstrong  way,  to  rely  on  one 
particular  course."25  Indulgence  of  this  proclivity  he  pre- 
vented while  he  was  in  power.  It  was  only  after  his  time 
that  it  reassumed  its  influence  in  German  diplomacy. 

Bismarck's  closest  associates  in  the  Foreign  Ministry — 
Biilow  the  elder,  Bucher,  Radowitz  in  the  seventies;  Hatz- 
feldt,  Brauer,  Raschdau  in  the  eighties;  and  Holstein 
until  he  began  to  have  private  doubts  in  the  middle 
eighties26 — appreciated  the  above  qualities  but  reserved 
their  greatest  admiration  for  Bismarck's  decisiveness,  his 
sureness  of  touch  and  his  infinite  resourcefulness.  Bis- 
marck fully  believed  that  there  were  moments  in  foreign 
policy  which,  as  he  said  in  1866,  "never  come  again" — 
this  was,  indeed,  why  foreign  affairs  seemed  more  im- 
portant to  him  than  domestic  politics27 — and  he  believed 
it  was  the  statesman's  duty  to  fasten  upon  those  moments. 
Despite  his  preachments  of  caution,  therefore,  he  could 
at  such  times  act  with  a  speed,  authority,  and,  if  necessary, 
a  brutality  that  never  failed  to  impress  his  subordinates. 
He  had,  one  of  them  wrote,  the  quality  that  Thucydides 

2r>  Gesammelte  Werke,  ix,  49  f. 

20  Holstein's  growing  doubts  about  Bismarck's  policies  are  discussed  be- 
low, Chapter  Two.  Hatzfeldt's  late  views  are  outlined  in  H.  Krausnick, 
"Botschafler  Graf  Hatzleldt  und  die  Aussenpolitik  Bismarcks,"  Historische 
Zeitschrift,  ci.xvii   (1943) ,  566  ff. 

27  On  this,  see  Hans  Rothfels,  "Sinn  und  Grenzen  des  Primats  der 
Aussenpolitik,"  Aussenpolitik,  vi    (19.55),  277. 
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admired  in  Themistocles:  the  ability,  by  some  hidden 
force  of  mind  or  character,  to  fasten  immediately,  after 
short  deliberation,  upon  what  was  needed  in  a  given  situ- 
ation.28 His  fertility  in  expedients  was  rarely  found  want- 
ing, and  his  subordinates  came  to  rely  upon  it  to  an  ex- 
tent that  aroused  the  amusement  of  outsiders.  "That  any- 
one could  help  Him  in  a  matter  of  importance,"  Maxi- 
milian Harden  wrote  later,  "even  the  members  of  his 
little  club  [Zunftwelt]  would  not  believe.  God  gave  Him 
the  word  while  he  slept."29 

All  of  the  technical  and  personal  qualities  mentioned 
here  played  their  part  in  Bismarck's  diplomacy.  Yet  many 
other  men,  even  in  Bismarck's  own  time,  had  mastered 
the  professional  diplomat's  skills,  and  not  a  few  of  them 
possessed  the  other  gifts  listed  above.  We  have  not  gone 
very  far  toward  the  heart  of  Bismarck's  statecraft  if  we 
stop  here;  nor  have  we  explained  why  so  many  people 
have  regarded  him  as  a  kind  of  historical  phenomenon 
that  will  not  recur,  a  model  against  which  all  other  states- 
men should  be  measured. 

Yet  perhaps  the  answer  is  not  far  to  seek.  In  his  famous 
essay  on  "Politics  as  a  Vocation,"  Max  Weber  asks:  "What 
kind  of  a  man  must  one  be  if  he  is  to  be  allowed  to  put 
his  hand  on  the  wheel  of  history?";  and  he  answers  his 
own  question  by  saying:  ".  .  .  three  pre-eminent  qualities 
are  decisive  for  the  politician:  passion,  a  feeling  of  re- 
sponsibility, and  a  sense  of  proportion."30  Although  he 

28  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  102. 

29  Die  Zukunft,  lxvii   (1909) ,  380. 

30  From  Max   Weber:  Essays  in  Sociology,  translated  and  edited  by   H. 
H.  Gerth  and  C.  Wright  Mills    (New  York,  1946)  ,  p.  115. 
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never  mentions  him  in  the  course  of  his  essay,  Weber 
might  just  as  well  have  been  describing  Otto  von  Bis- 
marck. 


II 

When  I  speak  here  of  passion  I  do  not  mean  the  sort  of 
thing  one  flies  into,  or  the  sultry  emotion  that  the  Hays 
Office  used  to  try  to  keep  from  the  cinema  screen,  but 
rather  the  quality  that  enables  men  to  escape  the  fate  of 
the  Laodiceans  whom  Dante  found  confined  in  the  dark 
plain  of  limbo:  the  quality  of  wholehearted  devotion  and 
total  commitment  to  something.  This  kind  of  passion  Bis- 
marck possessed  in  full  measure;  and  the  something  to 
which  he  brought  his  devotion  was  his  profession:  the  of- 
fice he  held  and  the  duties  he  was  called  upon  to  perform 
in  the  service  of  his  King. 

Considering  the  lack  of  enthusiasm  with  which  Bis- 
marck approached  his  profession  in  the  first  years,  one 
would  never  have  imagined  him  capable  of  a  thorough- 
going commitment  of  his  energies  to  it.  "No  one,"  he 
wrote  to  his  wife  in  May  1851,  "not  even  the  most  ill- 
disposed  cynic  of  a  democrat,  could  believe  how  much 
charlatanry  and  pompousness  there  is  in  this  diplomacy 
business";31  and  a  month  later  he  was  writing  Ludwig 
von  Gerlach  that  he  found  in  his  new  occupation  none  of 
the  zest  that  he  was  used  to  in  life  on  his  estate,  in  parlia- 
ment, and  in  his  party.32  But  this  was  a  fleeting  mood. 
He  was  soon  captivated  by  his  new  work;   and  his  en- 

81  Briefe  an  seine  Braut  unci  Gattin,  p.  281. 
MGesammelte  Werhe,  xiv/1,  229. 
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grossment  in  it  grew  with  the  years  and  assumed  discon- 
certing forms.  Brauer,  his  Near  Eastern  specialist  in  the 
1880's,  tells  us,  for  instance,  that,  although  he  was  a  fre- 
quent visitor  in  the  Bismarck  home,  it  was  some  time 
before  the  Chancellor  recognized  that  his  guest  was 
the  same  person  as  the  man  whose  memoranda  about 
Turkey  and  Egypt  he  read  daily  but  whose  face  he  never 
looked  at.33  Moreover,  this  profound  absorption  was  ac- 
companied by  an  emotional  devotion  to  the  task  that  com- 
municated itself  to  some  observers  as  an  almost  demonic 
force.34 

It  was  a  devotion  to  the  job  that  excluded  personal 
vanity  and  prejudice.  This  is  not,  of  course,  meant  to 
imply  that  Bismarck  as  a  private  person  was  immune  to 
the  baser  passions,  for  he  was  not.  It  is  well  known  that  in 
his  personal  relationships  he  was  often  swept  by  gusts  of 
jealousy  and  rage,  that  he  could  admit  to  having  lain 
awake  all  night  hating,35  and  that  he  could  permit  his 
personal  antipathies  to  degenerate  into  vindictiveness  and 
persecution.36  Yet  the  very  violence  of  these  internal  fires 
makes  more  impressive  the  fact  that  he  generally  kept  them 
in  check  while  conducting  foreign  policy.  Biilow  the  elder 
wrote  to  his  more  famous  son,  the  future  Chancellor: 
"Prince  Bismarck  is  in  the  habit  of  saying  that  indigna- 
tion and  rancor  are  conceptions  foreign  to  diplomacy.  The 
diplomat  is  neither  a  preacher  of  penitence,  nor  a  judge 

33  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  pp.  175  f. 
Si  Die  Zukunft,  xrx   (1897) ,  289  ff. 

35  Erich  Eyck,  Bismarck:  Leben  und   Werk    (3  vols.,  Zurich,    1941-44), 

m,  14. 

36  See  his  letter  to  Emperor  William  I  concerning  Alexander  of  Batten- 
berg  in  The  Holstein  Papers,  II.    Diaries    (Cambridge,  1957),  pp.  388-393. 
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in  a  criminal  court,  nor  a  philosopher.  His  sole  and  ex- 
clusive concern  must  be  the  real  and  downright  interest 
of  his  country."37  Bismarck  himself  in  a  well-known  pas- 
sage in  one  of  his  letters  to  Leopold  von  Gerlach  makes 
the  same  point  with  greater  force  and  clarity. 

Sympathies  and  antipathies  with  respect  to  foreign  Pow- 
ers and  persons  I  cannot  justify  to  my  sense  of  duty  to 
the  foreign  service  of  my  country,  either  in  myself  or 
in  others.  Therein  lies  the  embryo  of  disloyalty  toward 
one's  master  or  the  land  one  serves.  And  especially  when 
one  undertakes  to  arrange  one's  current  diplomatic  con- 
nections and  the  maintenance  of  friendly  relations  in 
peacetime  in  accordance  with  those  things,  one  ceases 
in  my  opinion  to  conduct  politics  and  begins  to  act  ac- 
cording to  personal  caprice.  In  my  view,  not  even  the 
King  has  the  right  to  subordinate  the  interests  of  the 
fatherland  to  personal  feelings  of  love  and  hate  toward 
the  foreigner.  .  .  ,38 

Otto  Vossler  is  certainly  correct  in  saying  that  no  one 
can  read  this  passage,  with  its  emphatic  use  of  terms  like 
"justify,"  "duty,"  "service,"  "disloyalty,"  "caprice,"  and 
"right,"  without  being  impressed  by  its  moral  and  ethical 
earnestness.39  Certainly  it  leaves  little  doubt  that  Bis- 
marck's passionate  devotion  to  his  office  was  animated  by 
something  more  than  the  interest  and  importance  of  the 
work  or  even  the  patriotism  that  he  felt  as  a  Prussian 
officer  and  servant  of  his  King.  Behind  it  there  was  a  deep 

37  Bernhard  Fiirst  von  Biilow,  Denkwilrdigkeiten    (4  vols.,  Berlin,  1930- 
31)  ,  iv,  2«9. 

38  Gesammelte  Wcrke,  xiv/1,  465. 

3»  Olio  Vossler,  "Bismarcks  Ethos,"  Hi.storische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi    (1951)  , 
274. 
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sense  of  responsibility,  which  had  its  roots  in  Bismarck's 
religious  faith. 

Ludwig  Bamberger  once  wrote:  "Prince  Bismarck  be- 
lieves firmly  and  deeply  in  a  God  who  has  the  remarkable 
faculty  of  always  agreeing  with  him."40  This  is,  perhaps, 
clever;  but  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  throw  doubt  on 
the  genuineness  of  Bismarck's  faith  or  its  importance  in 
his  statecraft.  Bismarck  was  not  ostensibly  devout;  the 
faith  that  he  acquired  painfully  as  a  young  man  he  had 
always  to  struggle  to  maintain,  and  that  he  sometimes  be- 
lieved the  struggle  was  in  vain  may  be  shown  by  the  way 
in  which,  late  in  life,  he  compared  himself  to  Peter  sink- 
ing beneath  the  waves.41  But  however  persistent  his  in- 
ternal doubts,  he  clung  to  his  faith  in  God's  providence 
and  found  personal  comfort  in  the  doctrine  of  justifica- 
tion.42 And  these  things  helped  determine  his  conception 
of  his  office,  supplied  him  with  the  strength  to  accept  its 
burdens,  and,  ultimately,  gave  him  confidence  to  make  the 
decisions  his  office  forced  him  to  make. 

"I  am  God's  soldier,"  he  wrote  to  Johanna  when  he 
first  learned  that  he  was  to  be  sent  to  Frankfurt,  "and 

40  S.  von  Kardorff,  Wilhelm  von  Kardorff   (Berlin,  1936)  ,  p.  120. 

41  On  Bismarck's  religious  views,  see,  inter  alia,  Friedrich  Meinecke, 
"Bismarcks  Eintritt  in  den  christlich-germanischen  Kreis,"  Historische 
Zeitschrift,  xc  (1903)  ,  56ff.;  A.  O.  Meyer,  Bismarcks  Glaube  (4.  AufL, 
Miinchen,  1933)  ,  passim;  Heinrich  Ritter  von  Srbik,  Deutsche  Einheit  (4 
vols.,  Miinchen,  1935-42) ,  in,  66-70;  Egmont  Zechlin,  Bismarck  und  die 
Grundlegung  der  deutschen  Grossmacht  (Stuttgart,  1930) ,  pp.  96  ff; 
Vossler  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi;  and,  more  recently,  Leonhard 
von  Muralt,  Bismarcks  Verantwortlichkeit  (Gottingen,  1955) ,  especially 
pp.  38-140. 

42  Wilhelm  Schiissler,  Um  das  Geschichtsbild  (Gladbeck,  1953) ,  p.  139; 
Erich  Marcks,  Otto  von  Bismarck:  Ein  Lebensbild  (Stuttgart,  1915)  ,  p. 
250. 
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where  he  sends  me  there  must  I  go,  and  I  believe  that 
lie  does  send  me  and  that  he  shapes  my  life  as  he  needs 
it."43  This  has  sometimes  been  taken  merely  as  an  in- 
gratiating plea  to  a  devout  wife  who  did  not  want  to  have 
to  move  her  family  and  furniture  to  another  city;  and  it 
might  be  accepted  as  such  if  it  stood  alone.  But  it  is  one 
of  many  statements  that  show  that  Bismarck  did  not  re- 
gard diplomacy  as  a  mere  job,  but  as  a  vocatio,  an  office 
to  which  he  had  been  called  by  God.  "I  didn't  ask  for  the 
royal  service,"  he  wrote  to  Gerlach  in  May  1860,  "or 
search  for  personal  honor  in  it,  at  least  in  a  premeditated 
way  .  .  .  God  set  me  unexpectedly  in  it."44  And  if  it  was 
God's  will  that  he  do  this  job,  then  doing  it  as  well  as  he 
could  was  both  an  expression  of  obedience  and  an  act  of 
service.  "I  believe  that  I  am  obeying  God  when  I  serve 
my  King,"  he  said  on  one  occasion;45  and,  again,  "It  is 
precisely  my  living  evangelical  and  Christian  faith  that 
lays  upon  me  the  duty— in  behalf  of  the  land  where  I 
was  born  and  for  whose  service  God  created  me  and  where 
high  office  has  been  entrusted  to  me — to  guard  that  office 
against  all  sides."46  Here,  of  course,  we  hear  echoes  of 
Luther's  concept  of  Beruf,  or  vocation,  as  the  work  spe- 
cifically assigned  by  God  to  the  individual  so  that  in  per- 
forming it  he  might  at  one  and  the  same  time  do  his  duty 
to  God  and  to  his  fellow  men.47 

Bismarck's  faith  also  helped  him  bear  the  burdens  that 

43  Brieje  an  seine  Draut  unci  Gattin,  p.  269. 

44  Gesammelle  Werke,  xiv/1,  549. 

46  Moritz  Busch,  TagebnchbJdtter  (Leipzig,  1899)  ,  i,  247. 

46  Gesammelle  Werke,  xi,  249. 

47  See  Karl  Holl,  Gesammelte  Aufscitze  zur  Kirchengeschichte ,  i.    Luther 
(6.  Anil.,  Tubingen,  1932) ,  259  ft.,  392,  396. 
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went  with  the  authority  of  his  office,  especially  the  heavy 
weight  of  decisions  that  could  bring  war,  and  even  defeat, 
upon  his  country.  Despite  the  undeniable  personal  satis- 
faction that  he  derived  from  wielding  power,  he  never 
took  its  responsibilities  lightly  or  callously;  and  he  was 
always  sensitive  to  the  charge  that  he  was  ruthless,  with- 
out scruple,  and  without  conscience.  His  job  was  a  lonely 
one,  and  in  it  he  had  to  do  things  which,  by  the 
standard  of  any  religion  in  the  world,  were  immoral 
things.  "Would  to  God,"  he  wrote  in  the  famous  letter  to 
Andrae-Roman  in  December  1865,  "that  I  did  not  have 
other  sins  upon  my  soul  besides  those  the  world  knows 
of."  But,  he  continued,  far  from  being  ruthless, 

as  a  statesman  I  am  not  ruthless  enough  but  rather 
cowardly  in  my  feelings;  and  this  is  so  because  it  isn't 
always  easy  in  the  questions  that  come  to  me  to  win  that 
clarity  in  whose  soil  grows  confidence  in  God.  Anyone 
who  reproaches  me  for  being  a  politician  without  con- 
science does  me  injustice  and  should  sometime  try  out 
his  own  conscience  on  this  battlefield.48 

The  fact  of  the  matter  was  that  the  dirty  jobs  had  to  be 
done,  and  the  man  doing  them  had  to  continue  to  hope 
that  God's  grace  would  be  extended  to  him.  "If  it  hadn't 
been  for  me,"  Bismarck  said  once,  "there  wouldn't  have 
been  three  great  wars,  80,000  men  would  not  have  died 
and  parents,  brothers,  sisters  and  widows  would  not  be 
mourning:.  But  that  I  have  had  to  settle  with  God."49 
The  faith  that  sustained  Bismarck  in  the  big  questions 

48  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/2,  709. 

49  Vossler  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi,  286.  In  this  connection, 
Holl's  comments  on  Luther's  recognition  of  the  conflict  between  Personal- 
ethik  and  Berufsethik  are  interesting.    Gesammelte  Aufsdtze,  i,  282  ff. 
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of  life  and  death  quite  clearly  supported  him  in  the 
lesser,  but  nonetheless  important,  tasks  of  his  office.  At 
the  outset  of  his  career  as  a  diplomat  he  had  written  to 
his  wife:  "I  will  do  my  job.  Whether  God  gives  me  the 
brains  for  that  purpose  is  His  business."50  A  decade  later 
he  put  the  same  thought  in  more  elegant  language  when 
he  said  that  the  God  who  had  made  him  unexpectedly  a 
diplomat  would  watch  over  his  actions  "as  long  as  I  search 
earnestly  for  what  is  for  His  service  in  my  office,  and  if  I 
go  wrong  He  will  hear  my  daily  prayer  and  change  my 
heart  or  send  me  friends  who  will  do  so."51 

It  is  clear  from  all  this  that  the  decisiveness  and  sure- 
ness  of  touch  so  much  admired  by  Bismarck's  followers 
were  not  merely  the  products  of  a  dynamic  personality  or 
of  professional  virtuosity,  but  had  other  roots;  and  one 
can  understand  more  easily  now  the  passion  Bismarck 
brought  to  his  vocation  and  the  confidence  with  which  he 
performed  his  duties.  Nevertheless,  the  belief  that  one  is 
a  chosen  instrument  of  God  can  be,  and  often  has  been,  a 
dangerous  belief,  leading  to  hubris  and  megalomania. 
What  prevented  Bismarck  from  treading  this  same  path? 
Here  we  come  to  the  third  of  the  qualities  mentioned  by 
Max  Weber:  a  sense  of  proportion. 

Ill 

In  one  of  the  many  essays  written  in  Germany  about 
Bismarck  since  1945,  Franz  Schnabel  has  described  the 
Chancellor  as  "the  last  great  representative  in  the  line  of 

w  Brief e  an  seine  Braut  unci  Gal  Lin,  p.  271. 
51  Gesammelte  Wet  he,  xiv/1,  549. 
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classical  diplomats,"  "a  'member  of  the  guild'  with  Choi- 
seul,  Kaunitz,  Talleyrand  and  Metternich,"  and  one  who 
believed,  like  them,  that  "politics  was  ...  an  exact  science 
concerned  with  calculable  magnitudes."52  About  this 
claim  two  things  must  be  said.  First,  it  is  dangerous  to 
seek  to  classify  Bismarck,  and  to  make  him  a  Kaunitzian 
does  even  more  injustice  to  the  character  of  his  statecraft 
than  to  describe  him — as  some  writers  have  done  recently 
— as  a  Bonapartist.53  Second,  and  more  important,  it  is 
simply  not  true  that  Bismarck  believed  politics  to  be  "an 
exact  science  concerned  with  calculable  magnitudes."  On 
the  contrary,  he  always  described  it  as  an  art  rather  than 
a  science;54  he  repeatedly  and  specifically  denied  that  it 
was  either  exact  or  logical;55  and,  throughout  his  career, 
he  was  conscious  of  the  limitations  imposed  upon  the  man 
who  practiced  it.  If  he  did  not  actually  say  that  politics  is 
"the  art  of  the  possible,"  he  certainly  believed  it;56  and  it 
was  this  belief  that  lent  proportion  and  perspective  to  his 
statecraft. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Bismarck  would  have  accepted 
the  proposition  that  the  first  law  of  politics — and  espe- 

52  Franz  Schnabel,  "The  Bismarck  Problem,"  in  German  History:  Some 
New  German  Views,  edited  by  Hans  Kohn   (Boston,  1954),  pp.  74  f. 

53  See,  for  instance,  H.  Gollwitzer,  "Das  Casarismus  Napoleons  III," 
Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxiii  (1952) ,  30,  65  f.;  but  compare  Gustav  Adolf 
Rein,  Die  Revolution  in  der  Politik  Bismarcks  (Gottingen,  1957)  ,  chap.  3 
and  especially  pp.  127-132. 

54  See,  for  instance,  Gesammelte  Werke,  rx,  399. 

55  For  instance,  in  the  speech  to  the  delegation  from  Gottingen  Univer- 
sity in  July  1892.  Gesammelte  Werke,  xm,  467  ff.  See  also  "Bismarck  und 
Napoleon  III.  Erinnerungen  des  Botschafters  Hatzfeldt,"  Berliner  Monats- 
hefte,  18.  Jahrgang   (1940) ,  501. 

56  See  Georg  Buchmann,  Geflugelte  Worter  (Volksausgabe  nach  der  29. 
Aufl.,  Berlin,  1943) ,  p.  379. 
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daily  of  foreign  politics — is  that  one  can  rarely  do  exactly 
what  one  would  like  to  do.  The  course  that  theory  would 
define  as  the  best  in  a  given  contingency,  circumstances 
usually  render  impracticable;  and  the  statesman  finds  him- 
self compelled  to  settle  for  the  least  harmful  of  a  number 
of  unpleasant  alternatives.57  Bismarck  never  forgot  this, 
and,  from  hard  experience,  he  came  to  know  the  factors 
that,  in  given  cases,  could,  and  generally  did,  limit  his 
freedom  of  choice  and  action. 

Prussian,  and  later  German,  foreign  policy  was,  for  one 
thing,  limited  in  its  freedom  by  the  nation's  geographical 
position.  This  made  a  vigilant  and  active  foreign  policy 
essential,  for,  as  Bismarck  wrote  in  1857,  "a  passive  lack 
of  planning,  which  is  content  to  be  left  alone,  is  not  for 
us,  situated  as  we  are  in  the  middle  of  Europe."58  On  the 
other  hand,  it  forbade  adventures  in  exotic  and  exciting 
areas  remote  from  the  nation's  main  sphere  of  interest, 
activity,  and  danger.  Thus,  Bismarck  could  say  to  a  colo- 
nial enthusiast  in  the  1880's,  "Your  map  of  Africa  is  very 
beautiful,  but  my  map  of  Africa  is  in  Europe.  Here  is 
Russia  and  here  is  France,  and  here  we  are  in  the  middle. 
That  is  my  map  of  Africa."59 

Germany's  policy  was  limited  also  by  her  power  at 
any  given  moment,  and  Bismarck's  appreciation  of  this 
— so  dramatically  illustrated  during  the  years  of  the  con- 
stitutional conflict — need  not  be  elaborated,  except  to  note 
that — unlike  some  later  statesmen  in  his  own  and  other 


87  Bismarck  fully  agreed  with  Machiavelli  here.   Cf.  Gesammelte  Werke, 
xm,  408  and  11  Principe,  chap.  21,  Discorsi,  Book  I,  chap.  6. 
68  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/1,  474. 
B9  Ibid.,  viii,  640. 
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countries — he  never  took  too  restricted  a  view  of  power 
and  always  recognized  that  it  included  both  a  nation's 
actual  and  potential  military  and  economic  strength,  and 
its  reputation  as  well.  He  knew — if  only  from  studying 
and  taking  advantage  of  British  mistakes  in  Palmerston's 
last  years  and  in  the  period  from  1866  to  187060 — how 
much  a  nation's  diplomacy  depends  upon  its  reliability  in 
the  matter  of  promises  and  threats;  and  he  guarded  Ger- 
many's reputation  as  jealously  as  he  did  her  military  re- 
sources. 

And  there  were  other  limitations  that  had  to  be  ob- 
served. The  freedom  of  Prusso-German  diplomacy  was  al- 
ways limited  by  the  nature  of  its  international  setting. 
Opportunities  like  those  that  were  offered  to  it  when  the 
European  concert  was  riven  by  dissension,  as  in  the  years 
from  1856  to  1870,  were  not  likely  to  recur  in  times  when 
there  was  a  consensus  among  the  powers,  and  a  wise  states- 
man had  to  adjust  his  policy  accordingly.  At  any  given 
moment,  moreover,  Germany's  freedom  to  act  was  limited 
by  the  groupings  of  the  powers,  the  strength  and  reliabil- 
ity of  allies,  and  other  facts  of  international  life.  It  was 
equally  affected  by  the  nature  of  its  domestic  constitu- 
tional arrangements;  and,  while  Bismarck  did  not  have  to 
reckon  with  anything  like  democratic  control  of  foreign 
policy,  he  could  never  completely  ignore  public  opinion; 
and  even  his  relative  freedom  in  this  respect  was  balanced 
by  the  way  in  which  he  was  limited,  and  his  policy  dis- 

60  See  Horst  Michael,  Bismarck,  England  und  Europa  (Miinchen,  1930)  , 
passim;  Aus  dem  Leben  Theodor  von  Bernhardis  (8  vols.,  Leipzig,  1893- 
1906)  ,  vi,  46;  and  Gordon  A.  Craig,  "Great  Britain  and  the  Belgian  Rail- 
ways Dispute,"  American  Historical  Review,  l  (1945)  ,  738  ff.  and  especially 
755-760. 
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rupted,  by  the  prerogatives  and  prejudices  of  his  sover- 
eign,61 to  say  nothing  of  those  forays  into  politics  by  mili- 
tary and  other  irresponsible  agencies  that  were  so  much  a 
part  of  the  Prusso-German  system.62  Finally,  German 
diplomacy  was  limited  by  the  effectiveness  of  its  repre- 
sentatives, who,  despite  their  schooling  at  Bismarck's 
hands,  remained  subject  to  human  frailties,  and  by  the 
nature  of  the  problems  with  which  they,  and  he,  had  to 
deal — some  of  which  (the  problem  of  Austro-Russian 
rivalry  in  the  Balkans,  for  example)  were  not  susceptible 
of  easy  solution,  if,  indeed,  they  were  soluble  at  all. 

If  Bismarck  had  refused  to  recognize  any  of  these  limi- 
tations— and  he  did  not — he  would  still  have  been  held 
back  from  hubris  by  one  more  that  he  never  forgot.  Diplo- 
matic plans,  like  all  human  designs,  are  always  subject  to 
the  intervention  of  chance  or  providence.  The  moral  of 
the  story  of  Cesare  Borgia,  as  it  is  told  by  Machiavelli,63 
is  that  no  plan  is  perfect,  that  man  must  always  reckon 
with  the  possibility  of  unforeseeable  disaster,  and  that 
the  wise  man  will  accept  this  and  not  be  cowed  by  it.  In 
this  sense  at  least,  Bismarck  was  a  Machiavellian,  recog- 

01  See  any  of  the  numerous  accounts  of  Bismarck's  difficulties  with  the 
Emperor  at  the  time  of  the  conclusion  of  the  Dual  Alliance  in  1879.  On 
the  question  of  public  opinion,  R.  J.  Sontag  finds  Bismarck's  policy  open 
to  criticism  precisely  because  he  was  persistently  indifferent  to  its  wishes 
when  he  thought  they  did  not  accord  with  national  interest.  Germany 
and  England:  Background  of  Conflict    (New  York,  1938)  ,  p.  253. 

62  See  Fritz  Hartung,  "Verantwortliche  Regierung,  Kabinette  und  Neben- 
regierungen  im  konstitutionellen  Preussen  1848-1918,"  Forschungen  zur 
brandenburgischen  und  preussischen  Geschichte,  xliv  (1932)  ;  and  Craig, 
Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army,  chaps,  v,  vn. 

63  //  Principe,  chap.  7. 
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nizing  the  disruptive  potentialities  of  the  unforeseen  fac- 
tors, or,  as  he  called  them,  the  imp onderab ilia. 

His  reflections  on  this  ultimate  limitation  on  diplomacy 
were  influenced,  like  so  much  of  his  political  thought,  by 
his  religious  beliefs,  and  specifically  by  his  view  of  God's 
providence.  To  Bismarck  as  to  Luther,  God  was  a  Deus 
absconditus  whose  will  determined  the  fate  of  nations  but 
whose  purpose  could  never  be  perfectly  apprehended  by 
man.64  The  statesman  is  like  a  child  in  a  dark  room;  he 
can  only  hope  that  God  will  allow  him  an  occasional 
glimpse  of  light  so  that  he  can  hobble  after  it.65  He  dare 
not  anticipate  the  ways  of  providence  (it  was  for  this 
reason  that  Bismarck,  in  1867  and  in  1875,  steadfastly 
repudiated  the  doctrine  of  preventive  war66)  and  must 
have  the  humility  to  recognize  that  "by  himself  he  can 
create  nothing;  he  can  only  wait  until  he  hears  the  step 
of  God  sounding  through  events  and  then  spring  forward 
and  seize  the  hem  of  his  garment— that  is  all."67  And 
aside  from  this — and  here  was  the  hardest  thing  of  all  to 
contemplate — the  statesman  must  admit  that  God  may 
have  willed  the  utter  defeat  of  all  his  plans  and  even  the 
destruction  of  his  country.  In  international  politics  all  of 
the  stories  do  not  have  happy  endings,  and  it  is  God  in 
any  case  who  writes  the  final  chapters.  "As  God  wills," 
Bismarck  wrote  to  Roon  in  January  1864,  when  Prussian 
troops  were  marching  toward  Jutland.  "He  will  know  how 
long  Prussia  has  to  endure.  But  I  would  be  sorrowful  if 

o 

64  See  Holl,  Gesammelte  Aufsatze,  i,  51-52. 

65  Meyer,  Bismarcks  Glaube,  p.  7. 

66  Gesammelte  Werke,  vie,  63. 

67  Meyer,  Bismarcks  Glaube,  p.  7. 
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she  should  cease  to  be,  God  knows."68  And,  twenty-three 
years  later,  he  said,  more  sadly:  "Nothing  in  the  world  is 
permanent,  neither  peace  treaties  nor  laws.  They  come 
and  go;  they  change;  tempora  mutantur,  et  nos  mutamur 
in  Mis  ....  But  we  do  our  duty  in  the  present  .... 
Whether  it  lasts  is  up  to  God."69 

IV 

Bismarck  is  generally  described  in  the  textbooks  as  the 
first  Realpolitiker;  but  unfortunately  so  much  has  been 
written  about  Realpolitik  that  its  meaning  has  become 
obscure  and  mixed  up  with  blood  and  iron  and  incite- 
ment to  war  by  the  malicious  revision  of  royal  telegrams. 
This  is  neither  the  place  nor  the  time  to  correct  what  has 
become  a  traditional  view.  Even  so,  it  may  be  permissible 
to  suggest  that  the  essence  of  Bismarck's  realism  was  his 
recognition  of  the  limitations  of  his  craft,  and  that  it  was 
this,  coupled  with  the  passion  and  the  responsibility  that 
he  brought  to  his  vocation,  that  made  him  a  great  states- 
man. 


cs  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/2,  fifil . 

89  Quoted  l>y  Vossler  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi,  283. 


Chapter  Two         THE    EPIGONI: 

HOLSTEIN,     BULOW, 
KIDERLEN-WACHTER 


IN  MAY  1890,  three  months  after  Bismarck  had 
been  dismissed  from  office,  Paul  Kayser,  the  head  of  the 
Colonial  Section  of  the  Foreign  Ministry,  wrote: 

.  .  .  after  a  quarter  of  a  century  of  genius,  it  is  a  real 
blessing  to  be  able  to  be  as  homely  and  matter  of  fact 
as  other  governments.  Things  are  decided  now  in  ac- 
cordance with  calculations  and  argument,  and  no  longer 
by  revelations  which  do  not  always  emanate  from  the 
Holy  Spirit.  In  the  great  decisive  moments  of  a  peo- 
ple's life,  genius  alone  may  serve,  but  in  the  regular 
course  of  affairs  it  causes  confusion  and  becomes  in- 
tolerable.1 

Coming  as  it  did  from  one  who  was  brought  into  the 
Foreign  Ministry  by  Bismarck  and  shown  great  kindness 
and  given  unusual  preferment  by  him,  this  statement  was 
singularly  free  from  any  regret  over  the  Chancellor's 
passing.  Like  many  similar  statements  made  in   1890,  it 

i  Walther  Frank,  "Der  geheime  Rat  Paul  Kayser,"  Historische  Zeitschrift, 
clxviii   (1943) ,  320. 
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was  an  expression  of  the  satisfaction  mediocrity  experi- 
ences when  it  is  freed  from  the  necessity  of  competing 
with  superior  intelligence.  But,  apart  from  this,  Kayser's 
words  are  interesting  because  he  seems  to  have  assumed 
that  the  future  course  of  events  was  going  to  be  so  placid 
that  something  far  short  of  genius  would  be  enough  for 
the  necessary  tasks  of  statecraft. 

This  was  a  false  assumption,  for,  in  fact,  the  period  that 
began  in  1890  was  not  quiet,  but  was  filled  with  a  series 
of  dangerous  crises,  all  of  which  seem,  in  retrospect,  to 
have  been  "decisive  moments"  in  Germany's  life,  until 
that  fateful  day  in  the  autumn  of  1914  when  the  ultimate 
disaster  engulfed  her.  And,  as  crisis  followed  crisis,  Kay- 
ser's words  became  increasingly  hollow,  for  German  state- 
craft did  not  prove  adequate  to  the  problems  confronting 
it,  and  the  need  for  something  like  genius  became  ever 
more  painfully  evident. 

That  skeptical  observer  of  the  German  political  scene, 
Count  Monts,  once  wrote  of  the  Wilhelmine  period  that, 
compared  with  the  age  that  preceded  it,  it  was  an  age  of 
Epigoni.2  The  Epigoni,  it  will  be  remembered,  were  the 
sons  of  the  seven  heroes  who  fought  against  Thebes,  and 
the  name  has  been  given  also  to  the  followers  of  Alexan- 
der. In  both  cases,  they  proved  to  be  inferior  to  their 
predecessors,  in  spirit  and  accomplishment. 

The  most  important  of  the  men  who  had  to  deal  with 
foreign  policy  in  the  reign  of  William  II — Baron  Fried- 
rich  von  Holstein,  Prince  Bulow,  and  Alfred  von  Kiderlen- 
Wachter — were  Epigoni  in  this  dual  sense.  Each  of  them, 

2  A.  Graf  von  Monts,  Erinnerungen  und  Gedanken,  edited  by  K.  Nowak 
and  F.  Thimme  (Berlin,  1932) ,  pp.  287  f. 
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by  association  or  reputation,  stood  in  a  relationship  to 
Bismarck  that  was  not  wholly  unlike  that  of  a  son  to  a 
father.  Holstein  had  served  with  Bismarck  even  before  the 
latter  was  Minister  President  of  Prussia;  he  had  enjoyed 
the  Chancellor's  protection  in  his  early  years,  had  been 
taken  into  Bismarck's  family  circle,  and  had  finally  been 
his  subordinate  in  the  Foreign  Ministry  for  fourteen  years. 
Biilow  was  the  son  of  Bismarck's  most  trusted  State  Sec- 
retary for  Foreign  Affairs;  he  had  served  in  numerous 
posts  in  the  Bismarckian  diplomatic  service;  and  he 
boasted  of  having  studied  the  great  Chancellor's  works 
and  profited  from  them.3  Alfred  von  Kiderlen-Wachter  was 
known  as  the  "Swabian  Bismarck"4  and  seems  to  have 
fancied  the  appellation  and  to  have  sought  to  impress  on 
others  his  similarity  to  the  founder  of  the  Reich,5  going 
so  far,  indeed,  as  to  imitate  his  handwriting. 

But,  if  these  three  statesmen  were  Epigoni  in  the  sense 
of  being  followers  and,  at  times,  imitators  of  Bismarck, 
they  were  Epigoni  also  in  their  failure  to  match  their 
great  predecessor's  achievement  or  even  to  protect  his 
legacy.  Each  of  them  departed,  in  one  or  more  ways,  from 
the  principles  that  guided  Bismarck's  statecraft,  to  the 
detriment  of  the  nation.  Each  of  them  lacked,  to  a  strikino- 
degree,  gifts  that  had  made  Bismarck  a  master  of  his 
craft.  Indeed — if  it  is  permissible  to  refer  again  to  Max 

3  In  his  memoirs,  Biilow  says  that  Treitschke's  German  History  and  Bis- 
marck's speeches  were  the  foundation  of  his  political  thought.  Denk- 
wilrdigkeiten,  iv,  460. 

4  Ernst  Jackh,  Kiderlen-Wachter:  Der  Staatsmann  und  der  Mensch  (2 
vols.,  Berlin  and  Leipzig,  1925) ,  i,  34. 

5  See,  for  instance,  Oscar  Freiherr  von  der  Lancken  Wackenitz,  Meine 
dreissig  Dienstjahre    (Berlin,  1931)  ,  p.  103. 
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Weber's  formulation  of  the  three  pre-eminent  qualities 
that  are  decisive  in  the  statesman — it  may  be  suggested 
that  each  of  these  Wilhelmine  statesmen  had  a  marked  de- 
ficiency in  one  of  them.  Holstein  lacked  a  sense  of  pro- 
portion; Biilow  lacked  a  sense  of  responsibility;  and,  if 
Kiderlen  was  a  passionate  man,  his  passion  was  not  of  the 
kind  that  animates  and  inspires  statecraft. 


For  fifteen  years  after  Bismarck's  fall,  Friedrich  von 
Holstein,  despite  his  relatively  obscure  position  of  Senior 
Counsellor  in  the  Political  Division  of  the  Foreign 
Ministry,  had  more  influence  in  the  determination  of 
Germany's  foreign  policy  than  anyone  except  the  Em- 
peror himself  and  his  chancellors;  and  the  first  three  post- 
Bismarckian  chancellors  followed  his  advice  to  a  remark- 
able degree.  Neither  Caprivi  nor  his  State  Secretary  for 
Foreign  Affairs,  Marschall,  had  had  any  previous  experi- 
ence in  foreign  affairs,  and  they  were  utterly  dependent 
upon  Holstein's  advice.  This  was  generally  true  also  of 
Prince  Chlodwig  zu  Hohenlohe-Schillingsfurst,  who  be- 
came Chancellor  in  1894.  Hohenlohe,  a  gifted  but  never 
very  self-reliant  character  (someone  once  said  of  him  that 
his  motto  should  be:  I  may  be  weak,  but  at  least  I'm 
not  a  scoundrel")  ,6  had  been  on  intimate  terms  with 
Holstein  since  the  early  1870's,  had  taken  his  advice 
with  respect  to  policy  and  personnel  matters  during  his 

<i  The  remark  was  Werthem's  (see  Holborn  in  Archiv  fur  Politik  und 
Geschichte,  v,  474)  ;  his  source,  Der  Freischutz,  act  3,  finale.  Hohenlohe's 
sister  Elise  once  said  that  her  brother  made  a  virtue  of  meekness,  and 
that   ii   was  the  basis  ol  all  his  success.  Biilow,  Denhwiirdigkeiten,  IV,  463. 
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mission  in  Paris  and  his  term  as  Governor  of  Alsace-Lor- 
raine, and,  despite  occasional  flashes  of  independence, 
continued  to  depend  on  him  during  his  chancellorship.7 
As  for  Biilow,  he  always  honored  Holstein  as  one  who  had 
been  a  friend  of  his  father  and  who  had  been  his  own 
mentor  during  his  early  years;  and  he  too  came  to  lean  so 
heavily  on  him  that  he  continued  to  consult  him  even 
after  Holstein's  dismissal  in  1906.8 

Holstein  possessed  all  the  obvious  qualities  to  justify  the 
confidence  placed  in  him  by  Bismarck's  first  three  suc- 
cessors. His  experience  in  foreign  affairs  was  varied  and, 
in  terms  of  time,  extensive,  for  his  career  had  started  back 
in  the  days  of  Bismarck's  St.  Petersburg  mission.  In  1861, 
indeed,  Bismarck,  then  minister  to  the  court  of  Alexander 
II,  had  presented  the  fledgling  attache  Holstein  to  old 
Prince  Nesselrode,  with  the  words  "Here  is  a  diplomat  of 
the  future."  The  relic  of  the  Vienna  Congress  answered, 
"In  the  future  there  will  be  no  diplomacy  and  no  diplo- 
mats!"9 

Holstein  refused  to  be  discouraged  by  this  rejoinder, 
taking  it  for  what  it  probably  was,  an  expression  of  the 

7  How  heavy  this  dependence  was  in  the  period  before  the  chancellor- 
ship has  recently  been  illustrated  in  Helmuth  Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohen- 
lohe:  Neue  Beitrage  zu  Friedrich  von  Holsteins  Tatigkeit  als  Mitarbeiter 
Bismarcks  und  als  Ratgeber  Hohenlohes,  1874-1894  (Stuttgart,  1957)  . 
Holstein's  relations  with  Hohenlohe  during  the  latter's  chancellorship  are 
made  clear  in  Hohenlohe's  Denkwiirdigkeiten  der  Reichskanzlerzeit,  edited 
by  K.  A.  von  Miiller   (Stuttgart,  1931)  . 

8  Holstein  was  also,  until  his  death,  an  informal  adviser  of  Kiderlen- 
Wachter.    Holstein  Papers,  I,  197. 

9  Holstein  himself  gave  the  correct  version  of  this  often  told  story  in 
an  open  letter  to  Harden.  Die  Zukunjt,  lvi  (1906) ,  229  ff.  On  Holstein's 
diplomatic  debut,  see  also  Kurd  von  Schlozer,  Petersburger  Briefe,  edited 
by  Leopold  von  Schlozer    (Stuttgart,  1921),  pp.  187  ff. 
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self-conceit  of  extreme  age,  rather  than  a  prophecy  affect- 
ing his  own  future.  He  persisted  in  his  chosen  career  and, 
between  1862  and  1876,  served  on  a  variety  of  special 
missions  and  in  a  number  of  widely  separated  posts.  In 
1864,  during  the  war  in  Jutland,  he  was  attached  to 
Prussian  army  headquarters  (where  the  superannuated 
and  irascible  Field  Marshal  von  Wrangel,  who  did  not 
like  diplomats,  granted  him  the  privilege  of  visiting  the 
front  lines,  privately  expressing  the  hope  that  a  Danish 
sniper  might  relieve  him  of  future  duties  of  hospitality) ; 
and  in  1870,  during  the  French  war,  he  was  sent  to  Flor- 
ence, apparently  to  investigate  means  of  sabotaging  any 
Italian  offers  of  assistance  to  Napoleon  III.  His  most  im- 
portant diplomatic  posts  were  Rio  de  Janeiro,  London, 
Washington,  and  Paris,  in  two  of  which  he  had  experi- 
ences that  may  have  colored  the  rest  of  his  life.  In  Wash- 
ington, he  seems  to  have  become  so  attentive  to  the  wife 
of  U.  S.  Senator  Charles  Sumner,  the  Chairman  of  the 
Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  that  his  government 
had  to  transfer  him;10  while  in  Paris  he  was  involved  in 
the  difficulties  that  led  to  the  dismissal  and  state  trial  of 
his  chief,  Count  Harry  Arnim.  It  was  widely  believed  in 
diplomatic  circles  that  Bismarck  had  used  Holstein  as  an 
agent  to  trap  the  ambitious  ambassador.11  However  that 
may  be,  in   1876,  the  Chancellor,  who  had  had  a  good 

10  See  Holstein  Papers,  I,  chaps.  1-4;  and,  on  the  affair  in  Washington, 
George  W.  F.  Hallgarten,  "Fritz  von  Holsteins  Geheimnis,"  Historische 
Zcitschrift,  clxxvii    (1954)  ,  75-83. 

11  See  E.  von  Werthcimer,  "Der  Prozess  Arnim,"  Preussische  Jahrbiicher, 
ccxxn  (1930),  117  ff.;  Hartung  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi,  48  ff.; 
Norman  Rich,  "Holstein  and  the  Arnim  Affair,"  Journal  of  Modern  His 
lory,  xxviii   (1956)  ,  35-54;  Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohenlohe,  pp.  56  ff.,  76. 
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opinion  of  him  from  the  earliest  days,12  brought  him  back 
to  Berlin  and  gave  him  one  of  the  highly  coveted  posi- 
tions in  the  Political  Division  of  the  Foreign  Ministry, 
that  exclusive  inner  circle  that  was  the  real  heart  of  Bis- 
marck's Foreign  Ministry  and  that  was  referred  to  by  its 
inmates  simply  as  "A"  and,  by  the  less  fortunate  officials 
outside  the  pale,  as  "The  Guards."13 

Holstein  soon  proved  to  be  the  mainstay  of  that  depart- 
ment. He  was  already  proficient  in  the  necessary  technical 
skills  and  was  a  superb  drafting  officer.  Harden  said  of 
him  years  later  that  he  had  "learned  how  to  write  from 
Bismarck:  clearly,  powerfully  and  hellishly  personally."14 
He  mastered  the  department's  files  with  incredible  speed 
and  apparently  never  forgot  anything  he  read;  and  he 
early  developed  the  habit  of  supplementing  the  informa- 
tion that  could  be  acquired  from  the  files  and  the  daily 
dispatches  from  the  field  with  a  very  extensive  personal 
correspondence  with  ambassadors  and  ministers  at  foreign 
courts.15  As  the  years  passed,  this  knowledge  of  the  poli- 
cies and  interests  of  the  great  powers  was  extended  and 
matured,  much  as  Bismarck's  had  been;  and  this  formi- 
dable body  of  experience  was  one  of  the  things  that  justi- 
fied the  trust  that  Bismarck's  successors  put  in  his  advice. 
The  grouping  of  the  powers  at  any  moment  and  the  in- 
ternal situation  of  Germany's  neighbors  Holstein  always 

12  See,  for  instance,  Bismarck's  letter  of  26/14  March  1861  to  his  sister, 
mentioning  his  new  attache,  Holstein.    Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/1,  568. 

13  On  the  Political  Division,  see  especially  Brauer,  1m  Dienste  Bismarcks, 
pp.  94  ff.;  J.  M.  von  Radowitz,  Aufzeichnungen  und  Erinnerungen,  edited 
by  Hajo  Holborn  (2  vols.,  Stuttgart,  1925) ,  i,  255  ff.;  Ludwig  Raschdau, 
Wie  ich  Diplomat  wurde    (Berlin,  1938)  ,  p.  43. 

14  Die  Zukunft,  lxvii   (1909),  387. 

15  Holstein  Papers,  n,  xi. 
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had  at  his  finger-tips;  and  this  knowledge  made  him  in- 
dispensable to  Caprivi,  Hohenlohe  and  Biilow. 

To  the  majority  of  historians  who  have  written  about 
him  Holstein  has  not  seemed  an  attractive  person;  and  it 
is  doubtful  that  the  recent  and  continuing  publication  of 
new  Holstein  papers  is  going  to  change  their  opinion 
substantially.16  It  is  perhaps  only  fair,  therefore,  to  insist 
upon  Holstein's  undeniably  good  qualities,  before  going 
on  to  his  deficiencies.  Arthur  von  Brauer  once  wrote  of 
him  that  he  "possessed  in  a  high  degree  what  Bismarck 
called  'political  blood.'  "17  He  lived,  breathed,  ate,  and 
drank  politics;  he  wanted  nothing  else  in  life  than  to  sit 
in  his  office  and  work;  and  in  the  Political  Division 
he  was  always  the  first  to  arrive  in  the  morning  and  the 
last  to  leave  at  night.  Moreover,  this  passionate  dedication 
to  his  work  was  rooted  in  an  equally  intense  patriotism 
and  in  a  deeply  felt  sense  of  responsibility  to  his  country. 

"He  loved  Prussia  and  the  German  Reich,"  Harden 
wrote  after  his  death,  "like  a  mother  and  like  a  bride.  He 
was  ready  to  sacrifice  everything  for  the  fatherland."18 
When  he  felt  the  safety  of  the  nation  endangered,  he  re- 
acted strongly  and  was  no  respecter  of  persons.  In  the 
middle  1880's,  convinced  that  Bismarck's  policies  were 
threatening  the  future  of  his  country,  he  sought  in  his 
own  way  to  combat  them.  In  the  years  after  1890,  when 
he  believed  that  the  powers  of  the  Emperor  and  the  per- 
vasive influence  of  military  agencies  were  drawing  the 

hi  See  "Records  of  Modern  Germany,"  Times  Literary  Supplement,  10 
June  \'.m,  pp.  309-310. 

17  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  107. 
WDic  Zukunft,  i.xvii    (1909) ,  418. 
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Empire  into  dangerous  ways,  he  did  everything  he  could 
to  attack  the  evil  at  its  root.  As  early  as  1890,  he  was  urg- 
ing the  Kaiser's  favorite,  Eulenburg,  "to  take  a  stand 
against  the  idea  that  military  men  are  more  reliable  than 
civilians"  and  to  intimate  to  his  royal  master  that  Walder- 
see,  the  Chief  of  the  General  Staff  and  the  most  politically 
ambitious  of  the  soldiers,  should  be  dismissed.19  Later, 
when  the  experience  of  the  Kruger  telegram  seemed  to 
show  that  the  Emperor  was  incorrigible,  he  urged  the 
Chancellor  to  resign  unless  William  gave  up  his  private 
and  irresponsible  conversations  with  diplomats  and  sol- 
diers.20 Holstein's  persistence  in  urging  such  restraints 
fully  justifies  Hutten-Czapski's  tribute  to  him  for  having 
seen  the  crucial  flaw  in  the  administration  of  foreign  rela- 
tions under  William  II  and  for  having  tried  to  do  some- 
thing to  remove  it.21 

Yet  these  good  qualities  were  marred  by  grave  funda- 
mental defects,  the  first  of  which  was  an  intensely  personal 
view  of  life  and  politics,  which  pervaded  all  aspects  of  his 
diplomacy. 

Perhaps  the  sternest  judgment  ever  made  of  Holstein 
was  that  written  by  Lothar  von  Schweinitz,  the  long-term 
ambassador  in  St.  Petersburg,  who  said  of  Holstein,  whom 
he  had  known  as  early  as  1864,  "he  has  a  malicious  char- 
acter and  allows  himself  to  be  influenced  by  personal  antip- 
athies.  .   .   .   One  cannot  deny   that  he  has   outstanding 

19  Fritz  Haller,  Philipp  Eulenburg,  the  Kaiser's  Friend   (2  vols.,  London, 
1930) ,  i,  129,  306. 

20  Hohenlohe,  Reichskanzlerzeit,  pp.   191   f.,  309.    See  also  Otto    Ham- 
mann,  Bilder  aus  der  letzten  Kaiserzeit    (Berlin,  1922)  ,  p.  17. 

21  Bogdan  Graf  Hutten-Czapski,  Sechzig  Jahre  Politik  und  Gesellschaft 
(2  vols.,  Berlin,  1935-36)  ,  i,  557  ft. 


38  FROM  BISMARCK  TO  ADENAUER 

intelligence,  but  he  has  the  spirit  and  character  of  a 
hunchback."22  Schweinitz  and  Holstein  were  old  adver- 
saries;23 but  even  Holstein's  friends  admitted  that  he  was 
plagued  by  an  ineradicable  distrust  of  his  fellow  men  and 
regarded  everyone  with  whom  he  came  into  professional 
contact  as  either  a  scoundrel  or  an  intriguer,  until  he  was 
convinced  by  unquestionable  proof  that  this  was  not 
true.24  Repeatedly,  in  letters  to  Eulenburg  and  Hohenlohe 
about  third  persons,  Holstein's  remarks  were  impregnated 
with  a  hatred  that  one  might  expect  from  a  jealous 
woman  but  hardly  from  a  serious  statesman;25  and  anyone 
who  reads  the  incredible  and  easily  disproved  statements 
that  he  makes  in  his  memoirs  about  his  bete  noire,  the 
Counsellor  and  later  Ambassador  Radowitz,  will  be  in- 
clined to  agree  with  Wilhelm  Schiissler,  who  has  said  that 
the  very  fact  that  Holstein  would  write  this  sort  of  thing 
down  on  paper,  even  if  he  did  not  intend  to  publish  it, 
speaks  against  Holstein  the  man  and  adds  substance  to 
the  charges  made  against  him  by  his  fellow  diplomats  after 
1890.26 

As  they  were  walking  by  the  Foreign  Ministry  building 
on  the  Willi  elms  trasse  one  day,  Kurd  von  Schlozer  said 
to  Maximilian  Harden: 

22  H.  L.  von  Schweinitz,  Denkwiirdigkeiten,  edited  by  W.  von  Schwein- 
itz  (2  vols.,  Berlin,  1927)  ,  II,  349. 

23  Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohenlohe,  pp.  46,  102. 

24  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  107. 

25  See  Hammann,  Bilder,  p.  15;  and  Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohenlohe, 
pp.  46  f.,  183,  185,  240. 

2«  Wilhelm  Schiissler  in  Das  Historisch-Politische  Buch,  v  (1957),  131; 
Holstein  Papers,  I,  passim,  but  especially  91-101;  and  Hans  Goldschmidt, 
"Mitarbeiter  Bismarcks  im  ausscnpolitischen  Kampf,"  Preussische  Jahr- 
bilcher,  ccxxxvi    (1934),  27  ff. 
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There  he  sits!  He  has  concocted  the  most  indigestible 
soup  for  us.  In  every  capital  he  has  his  agents  and  spies. 
Their  dispatches  provide  the  material  for  the  secret 
reports  from  which  the  Emperor  is  supposed  to  learn 
what  his  envoys  are  doing.  .  .  .  And  on  testimony  of 
this  caliber  people  like  us  are  hunted  out  of  the  service 
like  a  maid  in  waiting  caught  stealino-127 

This  wild  mixture  of  metaphor  may  be  forgiven  in  a  man 
who  had,  in  fact,  been  driven  from  his  post  at  the  Vatican 
by  Holstein,  who  had  disliked  him  ever  since  they  served 
in  St.  Petersburg  together.28  And  Schlozer  was  not  alone. 
It  was  widely  believed  that  Holstein  was  responsible  for 
the  removal  of  other  Bismarckian  envoys  from  their  posts 
in  the  years  following  the  fall  of  the  great  Chancellor: 
Radowitz  from  Constantinople,  Werder  from  St.  Peters- 
burg, Reuss  from  Vienna.29  Even  if  we  admit  that  there 
is  an  element  of  exaggeration  in  the  stories  that  circulated 
about  Holstein's  personal  vendettas,  there  is  more  than 
enough  evidence  to  substantiate  Schweinitz'  charge  that 
he  allowed  his  conduct  of  foreign  affairs  to  be  influenced 
by  his  personal  likes  and  dislikes. 

Nor  was  it  only  individuals  that  he  judged  in  this  way. 
His  attitude  to  the  great  powers  of  Europe  was  also  af- 
fected by  his  personal  prejudices,  and  here  he  quite  clearly 
violated  that  cardinal  precept  of  Bismarckian  statecraft 
that  held  that  to  follow  one's  private  sympathies  and  antip- 
athies with  respect  to  foreign  powers  was  to  be  derelict 

27  Die  Zukunft,  lvi    (1906)  ,  238  f. 

28  Holstein   Papers,   i,   6,    14-16,    64,   68-69;    n,   45.    Kurd   von   Schlozer, 
Letzte  romische  Briefe,  edited  by  Lepold  von  Schlozer    (Stuttgart    1924) 
pp.  183  ff.  ' 

29  Die  Zukunft,  lv   (1906) ,  462  f. 
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in  one's  duty  as  a  statesman  and  disloyal  to  the  interests 
of  one's  country.  Holstein's  bitter  prejudice  against  Russia 
colored  the  policy  he  professed,  not  only  in  1890,  when 
the  fateful  break  with  St.  Petersburg  was  effected,  but 
even  in  the  1880's,  when  Bismarck  was  still  in  power.  It 
was  so  strong  that  Holstein  was  incapable  of  understand- 
ing Bismarck's  insistence  upon  retaining  the  Russian  tie; 
he  convinced  himself  that  the  Chancellor  must  have  lost 
his  powers  of  judgment  or  fallen  under  the  influence  of 
his  son  Herbert,  who,  Holstein  believed,  had  been  "com- 
pletely taken  in  by  the  Russians."30  And  this  conviction 
led  him  to  attempt  to  counteract  what  he  considered  to 
be  a  mistaken  policy,  by  entering  into  secret  relations  with 
the  Austrian  embassy  in  Berlin  and  by  using  this  channel 
of  communication  to  strengthen  the  anti-Russian  feelings 
of  Germany's  chief  ally.  It  has  been  suggested  above  that 
Holstein  was  driven  to  this  course  by  patriotic  motives, 
but  this  hardly  justifies  a  procedure  that  was  used  to  con- 
tradict the  very  essence  of  Bismarck's  policy,  by  intimating 
to  the  Austrians  that  the  restrictions  of  the  Dual  Alliance 
of  1879  were  not  real  and  that  Germany  would  always 
support  Austria  in  a  war  with  Russia,  even  if  that  war 
was  of  Austria's  choosing.31 

This  course  of  action  was  so  drastic  that  it  cannot  be 
accounted  for  merely  by  Holstein's  intense  subjectivity  in 
political  matters  or  even  by  his  personal  dislike  of  Russia. 
It  had  a  more  fundamental  cause:  namely,  Holstein's  lack 

30  Holstein  Papers,  n,  256,  266,  276,  332.  Holstein's  aversion  to  the 
Russians  is  discussed  in  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  421,  and  espe- 
cially in  H.  Krausnick,  Hohteins  Geheimpolitih  in  der  Aera  Bismarck, 
1886-1890   (2.  Aufl.,  Hamburg,  1942)  ,  pp.  13-15. 

83  See  especially  Krausnick,  Hohteins  Geheimpolitih,  pp.  35  ff.,  58  ff.,  71. 
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of  anything  like  Bismarck's  sense  of  proportion  in  foreign 
affairs. 

Because  Bismarck  recognized  the  limitations  of  diplo- 
macy and  the  possible  disruption  of  human  calculations  by 
imponderable  factors  and  acts  of  God,  he  was  unwilling  to 
commit  himself,  unless  it  was  absolutely  necessary,  to  a 
defined  course  of  action  for  a  contingency  that  had  not  yet 
arisen.  He  preferred  a  high  degree  of  ambiguity  in  the 
international  situation,  and  the  very  nature  of  his  treaty 
system,  with  its  complications  and  apparent  inconsisten- 
cies, showed  this.  There  was  such  a  thing,  Bismarck 
felt,  as  overdefming  questions  and  being  too  anxious  to 
clarify  matters,  for  these  practices  led  to  rigidity,  and  in 
rigidity  lay  danger. 

Holstein  had,  and  could  have,  no  sympathy  with  this 
kind  of  thinking.  His  whole  being  cried  out  against  the 
idea  that  man's  designs  could  be  overthrown  by  impon- 
derabilia;  he  felt  that  these  could  be  foreseen  by  proper 
vigilance  and  devotion  to  one's  task;  and  he  sought  to 
display  these  qualities  himself  by  rarely  leaving  his  desk 
and  to  inculcate  them  in  his  diplomats  by  bombarding 
them  with  nervous  telegrams,32  interrupting  their  leaves,33 
and  discouraging  them  from  indulging  in  distractions 
like  marriage.34  More  important,  he  felt  that  the  possi- 
bility of  disruption  by  unforeseen  factors  could  be  re- 
duced, if  not  eliminated,  by  simplifying  and  clarifying 

32  See  Jackh,  Kiderlen-Wdchter,  i,  177. 

33  Hohenlohe's  wife  disliked  Holstein  intensely  because,  in  the  days 
when  her  husband  was  in  the  foreign  service,  Holstein  was  always  inter- 
rupting his  leaves  of  absence  and  urging  him  to  return  to  his  post  for  one 
reason  or  another.    Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohenlohe,  p.  234. 

34  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  111. 
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Germany's  commitments,  and  by  removing  the  ambigui- 
ties and  inconsistencies  in  any  political  situation  in  which 
she  was  involved. 

Holstein,  indeed,  insisted  on  making  what  Bismarck  had 
called  the  characteristic  mistake  of  the  Germans — that  of 
prejudging  events  and  deciding  too  soon  on  a  given  course 
of  action.  As  Krausnick  has  written,  his  severely  analytical 
and  logical  mind  made  it  impossible  for  him  to  see  Bis- 
marck's alliance  system  as  a  whole  or  to  appreciate  the 
freedom  of  action  and  the  measure  of  control  it  afforded. 
He  saw  only  its  inherent  inconsistencies  and  wished  to  re- 
move them.35  When  Bismarck's  dismissal  gave  him  an  op- 
portunity to  press  for  simplification,  he  did  so,  and,  by 
doing  so,  inaugurated — or  helped  to  inaugurate — the  fate- 
ful division  of  Europe  into  two  armed  camps. 

But  Holstein's  desire  for  simplification  took  a  still  more 
radical  form,  which  illustrates  his  lack  of  the  kind  of  pro- 
portion Bismarck  possessed.  Unlike  the  great  Chancellor, 
he  was  not  disinclined  to  anticipate  the  will  of  God  and 
to  consider  preventive  war  as  a  means  of  removing  the  in- 
ternational ambiguities  that  offended  his  tidy  soul.  In 
January  1887,  the  Austrian  ambassador  in  Berlin  reported 
to  his  government  that  Holstein  had  said  that  "as  far  as 
he  was  concerned  he  was  unmistakably  of  the  opinion 
that  it  would  be  more  advantageous,  in  both  the  military 
and  the  political  sense,  for  Germany  to  choose  the  time  to 
anticipate  French  attacks  which  were  coming  in  any  case 
sooner  or  later."  Later  in  the  same  year,  he  was  in  full 
accord  with  those  German  soldiers,  like  Waldersee,  who 

85  Krausnick,  Holsteins  Geheimpolitik,  p.  80;  Holstein  Papers,  i,  127; 
II,  332. 
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wanted  to  precipitate  hostilities  against  Russia,  and  he 
bitterly  resented  the  fact   that  Bismarck  made   this  im- 
possible.36 Eighteen  years  later,  at  a  time  when  Germany's 
international  position  had  deteriorated  and  the  Franco- 
Russian  and  Anglo-French  combinations  had  come  into 
being,  Holstein  seems  once  more  to  have  wished  to  sim- 
plify Germany's  problems  by  means  of  preventive  war. 
Neither  the  Emperor  nor  the  Chancellor,  Prince  Billow, 
was  entirely  clear  about  the  object  of  the  policy  that  Hol- 
stein persuaded  them  to  follow  during  the  Moroccan  crisis 
of  1905;  but  the  testimony  of  men  who  discussed  the  af- 
fair with  Holstein  in  later  years,  and  that  of  subordinates 
of  the  Chief  of  the  General  Staff,  Schlieffen,  who  was  in 
close  contact  with  Holstein  at  the  time,  makes  it  highly 
probable  that  he  was  bent  on  forcing  war  upon  France. 
He  was  cheated  of  his  desire  by  the  Emperor's  precipitate 
withdrawal  from  the  brink  to  which  he  had  been  led;  and 
he  lost  his  post  in  consequence.37 

"Germany's    international    policy    was    never    worse," 
Harden  once  wrote,  "and  its  results  never  poorer  than  in 

36  Krausnick,  Holsteins  Geheimpolitik,  pp.  117,  155  ff.,  161.  For  the 
political  activities  of  the  soldiers  in  1887,  see  Craig,  Politics  of  the  Prussian 
Army,  pp.  268-270. 

37  Peter  Rassow,  "Schlieffen  und  Holstein,"  Historische  Zeitschrift, 
clxxiii  (1952);  Lancken,  Dienstjahre,  pp.  54-55;  Monts,  Erinnerungen, 
pp.  191-192.    Gerhard  Ritter,  in  Der  Schliefienplan:  Kritik  eines  Mytho's 

(Munchen,  1956),  pp.  102-138,  argues  vigorously  against  this  thesis.  His 
pages  on  Schlieffen  demonstrate  the  weakness  of  some  of  the  evidence, 
but  they  do  not  explain  away  that  of  Wilhelm  Groener,  a  General  Staff 
officer  and  a  follower  of  Schlieffen,  who  during  the  crisis  and  for  the  rest 
of  his  life  believed  that  the  Chief  of  Staff  desired  war  in  1905.  [See 
Wilhelm  Groener,  Lebenserinnerungen,  edited  by  F.  Freiherr  Hiller  von 
Gaertringen  (Gottingen,  1957)  ,  pp.  83  ff.  and,  for  evidence  of  a  preventive 
war   psychology   in    the   upper   reaches   of   the   army,    Generaloberst    von 
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the  three  lustra  o£  Holstein's  dominance.  .  .  .  When  Bis- 
marck departed,  France  was  isolated;  when  Holstein  went, 
Germany  was."38  However  true  this  summary  of  Ger- 
many's changed  fortunes,  it  is  hardly  fair  to  Holstein.  He 
never  dominated  German  policy — indeed,  he  could  not 
do  so  in  a  country  in  which  so  many  irresponsible  agen- 
cies intervened  in  foreign  affairs.  As  he  said  himself,  he 
had  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  Kriiger  telegram,  the 
launching  of  the  Baghdad  railway  scheme,  the  anti-English 
tirades  of  the  Emperor  and  the  parliamentarians,  and 
other  things  that  weakened  Germany's  position.39 

Nevertheless,  when  this  qualification  has  been  made, 
the  fact  remains  that  Holstein's  influence  in  foreign  af- 
fairs was,  at  critical  moments  (at  the  time  of  the  dis- 
cussions over   the   possible  renewal   of  the   Reinsurance 

Einem,  Erinnerungen  eines  Soldaten,  1853-1933  (Leipzig,  1933),  pp.  111- 
114,  and  Documents  Diplomatiques  Francais,  2ieme  serie,  vi,  no.  369.]  It 
is  interesting  to  note  that,  in  two  rather  ambiguous  passages  in  the  intro- 
duction to  his  edition  of  Schlieffen's  letters,  Eberhard  Kessel,  while  deny- 
ing that  Schlieffen's  war  plan  of  1905  had  a  "preventive  war  character," 
suggests  that  the  Chief  of  Staff  was  in  fact  thinking  personally  in  terms 
of  preventive  war  during  the  Moroccan  crisis  and  says  plainly  that  Schlief- 
fen  was  as  anxious  to  come  to  grips  with  France  in  1905  as  he  had  been 
in  1867.  Generalfeldmarschall  Graf  Alfred  Schlieffen,  Brieve  (Gottingen, 
1958),  pp.  13  f.,  53  f.,  205,  207,  208.  As  for  Holstein,  Ritter  points  out 
(pp.  126,  134)  that  there  is  no  evidence  in  his  dispatches  or  memoranda 
that  he  wanted  war  in  1905-06.  This  is  not  surprising;  but  it  is  hardly 
conclusive,  especially  when  one  remembers  that  Holstein's  desire  for  pre- 
ventive war  in  1887  (which  Ritter  does  not  mention)  is  not  documented 
by  papers  from  his  own  hand  either.  Ritter's  argument  seems  to  assume 
that  Holstein's  and  Billow's  intentions  were  identical  in  1905-06.  That  so 
intelligent  a  person  as  Holstein  would  be  as  willing  as  BUlow  was  to  base 
his  policy  on  a  bluff  that  might  be  called  seems  questionable.  See  Craig, 
Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army,  pp.  283  ff. 
38  Die  Zukunft,  LV  (1906)  ,  466. 
SO  Ibid.,  ivi   (1906),  232  £. 
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Treaty,  for  example,  and  during  the  Moroccan  affair), 
very  great.  It  was  precisely  at  those  moments  that  his  in- 
tense subjectivity,  and  that  fundamental  lack  of  propor- 
tion that  expressed  itself  in  a  hatred  of  ambiguity  so  great 
that  it  was  willing  to  risk  all  to  remove  it,  came  into  play 
and  did  irreparable  harm  to  the  nation  he  loved  so  deeply. 

II 

In  one  of  the  brilliant  essays  on  the  disintegration  of 
values  that  form  part  of  his  novel  The  Sleep  Walkers, 
Hermann  Broch  says  that  "style  is  something  which  uni- 
formly permeates  all  the  living  expressions  of  an  epoch."40 
If  this  is  true,  Holstein,  with  his  antique  Prussian  sobri- 
ety and  simplicity,  is  hardly  to  be  considered  a  character- 
istic figure  of  the  Wilhelmine  period.41  For  the  style  of 
this  period— and  here  such  markedly  different  observers 
as  Theodor  Fontane,  Alfred  Doblin,  and  Gustav  Strese- 
mann  not  only  agree  but  use  the  same  words  in  agreeing 
—was  one  of  garish  display  and  vulgar  ostentation,  of 
byzantine  imitation  and  pretentious  theatricality,  of 
cheapness,  and  superficiality,  and  spiritual  poverty.42  Of 
this  style,  the  living  expression  was  not  Holstein,  but 
Bulow. 

One  sees  this,  of  course,  in  the  four  massive  volumes  of 

40  Part  in,  chap.  24. 

41  He  did  speculate  on  the  Bourse  and  was  accused  of  doing  so  on  the 
strength  of  official  information  that  came  to  him.  Perhaps  this  makes  him 
more  typical  of  an  age  of  materialism  than  I  have  said. 

42  See  Rudolf  Olden,  Stresemann  (Berlin,  1929)  ,  pp.  248  ff.;  A.  Doblin, 
"Republik,"  Die  neue  Rundschau  (1920/1),  p.  78;  Theodor  Fontane,' 
Brief e  an  Friedldnder    (Berlin,  1954)  ,  p.  305. 
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memoirs  that  Biilow  left  behind  him  when  he  died.  For 
this  staggering  work  is  marked  in  every  page  by  the  in- 
flated and  ornate  phrase,  by  a  blend  of  sentimentality  and 
eroticism,  especially  marked  in  the  author's  descriptions 
of  his  youthful  love  affairs,  by  the  constant  use  of  classical 
quotations  (often  wholly  inappropriate)  for  purposes  of 
adornment  rather  than  illumination,  and  by  the  general 
superficiality,  if  not  banality,  of  the  author's  reflections  on 
general  subjects.43  And  what  one  sees  in  Biilow  the  man 
of  letters,  one  sees  also  in  Biilow  the  statesman,  for  here 
too  he  mirrored  the  characteristics  of  his  age. 

No  chancellor,  except  Bismarck,  had  as  varied  and 
thorough  a  training  in  foreign  affairs  as  Bernhard  von 
Biilow.  The  son  of  one  of  Bismarck's  state  secretaries  for 
foreign  affairs,  he  entered  the  diplomatic  service  in  1873 
and,  in  the  next  fifteen  years,  served  in  a  whole  series  of 
pleasant  and  important  posts,  including  Rome,  St.  Peters- 
burg, Athens,  Vienna,  and  Paris.  In  1878  he  was  secretary 
at  the  Congress  of  Berlin,  the  most  impressive  diplomatic 
omnium  gatherum  between  Vienna  and  Versailles.  From 
1888  until  1893  he  was  minister  to  Bucharest  and,  from 
1893  to  1897,  ambassador  in  Rome.  In  the  latter  year  he 
returned  to  Berlin  to  take  up  the  duties  of  State  Secretary, 
and  this  post  proved  to  be  the  stepping  stone  to  the  Im- 
perial chancellorship,  which  he  assumed  in  1900.  It  was  an 
impressive  apprenticeship  for  a  man  who  would  have  so 

43  On  the  memoirs  in  general,  see  F.  Freiherr  Hiller  von  Gaertringen, 
Fiirst  Billows  Denkwurdigkeiten:  Untersuchungen  zu  ihrer  Entstehungs- 
geschichte  und  Hirer  Kritik  (Tubingen,  1956).  On  Billow's  style,  see 
Reiners,  Slilkunst,  pp.  197  £.,  569  £.;  and  the  chapters  by  R.  C.  Muschler 
and  Eugen  Fischer  in  Front  wider  Billow,  edited  by  F.  Thimme  (Munchen, 
1931)  ,  pp.  366  ff.,  390. 
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many  great  international  issues  to  deal  with;  but  it  seems 
to  have  taught  Biilow  only  the  gestures  of  statecraft  and 
not  its  substance. 

Statecraft  was,  to  be  quite  clear  about  this,  a  matter  of 
theatrics  with  Biilow.  During  his  chancellorship,  for  in- 
stance, whenever  he  had  to  address  the  Reichstag  on  the 
foreign  situation,  his  speech  was  prepared  long  in  advance 
with  the  aid  of  Foreign  Ministry  experts  and  was  some- 
times written  in  large  part  by  the  gifted  head  of  the  Press 
Section,  Otto  Hammann.  Biilow  then  took  it  off  to  his 
estate  at  Norderney,  where  he  worked  over  it,  and  memo- 
rized it,  and  practiced  gestures  to  go  with  it,  and  made  pro- 
vision for  interruptions,  and  thought  up  clever  replies  to 
make  in  case  there  were  interruptions.  When  all  this  was 
done,  a  dress  rehearsal  was  held  in  the  Foreign  Ministry, 
in  the  presence  of  Hammann  and  others,  and  every  move- 
ment of  the  hand  and  head,  every  intonation  of  the  voice 
was  scrutinized  and  considered  from  the  standpoint  of  its 
potential  effectiveness  on  an  audience.44  All  of  this,  of 
course,  necessitated  a  considerable  amount  of  time  and 
labor;  but  the  point  to  be  noted  is  that  Billow's  time  and 
labor  were  lavished  not  on  the  substance  of  the  speech  but 
on  the  manner  in  which  it  would  be  delivered.  He  was 
an  actor  performing  a  role,  and  the  theatrical  nature  of 
this  occupation  meant  that  he  was  always  somewhat  re- 
moved from  the  realities  with  which  he  was  supposed  to 
be  dealing. 

This  applies  with  telling  force  to  his  diplomacy.   No 
one  can  contemplate  the  artful  posturing  of  his  Baghdad 

44  A.  Zimmermann  in  Front   wider  Biilow,  pp.  223  f.   See  also  E.  Jackh, 
ibid.,  pp.  58  f. 
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policy  ("With  a  bow  to  the  British  lion  and  a  curtsey  to 
the  Russian  bear,  we  will  worm  our  way  little  by  little 
down  to  the  Persian  Gulf!")  ,45  the  bombast  and  fustian 
of  the  naval  and  colonial  policies,  and  the  elaborately 
contrived  descent  of  the  Emperor  upon  Tangier  in  1905 
without  concluding  that  international  politics  was  to 
Billow  a  continual  dramatic  performance  in  which  he 
played  the  leading  role.  When  reality  threatened  to  come 
stalking  in  from  the  wings,  however,  as  it  did  in  the 
Moroccan  affair,  he  hastily  struck  the  machinery,  can- 
celled the  performance,  and  dismissed  the  rest  of  the  cast 
— an  experience  which  Holstein,  among  others,  had  to 
undergo. 

The  realities  were  always  present,  and  they  were  serious 
enough  to  engage  the  attention  of  any  German  statesman. 
The  apparent  stability  of  the  Franco-Russian  alliance,  the 
possibility  that  British  isolation  would  not  be  permanent 
but  would  be  transformed  into  adherence  to  one  or  the 
other  bloc  of  great  powers,  the  unreliability  of  Italy  as  an 
ally,  and  the  tendency  of  Austria-Hungary  to  read  more 
into  the  terms  of  the  Dual  Alliance  than  was  actually 
there  were  all  matters  that  had  a  vital  bearing  upon  Ger- 
many's future  security.  In  addition,  perhaps  the  most  seri- 
ous of  the  real  problems,  because  it  affected  all  the  others, 
was  that  presented  by  the  character  of  Germany's  ruler, 
that  personally  attractive,  highly  gifted,  deplorably  ener- 
getic sovereign,  of  whom  Alfred  Kerr  wrote:46 

4-r»  M.  E.  Townsend,  European  Colonial  Expansion  since  1S71  (New 
York,  1941)  ,  p.  253. 

40  Alfred  Kerr,  "ER,"  in  Caprichos:  Strophen  ales  Nebenstroms  (Berlin, 
1926)  . 
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Was  man  klar  an  ihm  erkannt 
War  der  Mangel  an  Verstand. 

Sonst  besass  er  alle  Krdfte 

Fur  die  Leitung  der  Geschafte.* 

William's  sallies  into  politics,  his  speeches,  his  communi- 
cations to  foreign  envoys  and  his  habit  of  indulging  his 
own  whims  and  enthusiasms  complicated  every  aspect  of 
Wilhelmine  politics;  and,  as  Holstein  had  warned  two 
chancellors  before  Biilow,  the  efficient  handling  of  other 
problems  depended  on  the  solution  of  this  one. 

But  Biilow  was  not  a  man  to  grapple  seriously  with 
problems.  His  principle  of  action — announced  in  1903 
when  he  was  warned  from  London  that  the  possibility  of 
Great  Britain  forming  diplomatic  ties  with  the  Franco- 
Russian  combination  was  not  entirely  unlikely — was  ex- 
pressed in  the  words  "Wir  konnen  die  Dinge  meo  voto  gar 
nicht  pomadig  genug  nehmen."47  It  is  not  easy  to  trans- 
late this  characteristically  Biilow-an  statement.  It  means 
essentially,  "About  such  remote  possibilities  we  need  not 
worry.  We  cannot  take  these  things  too  calmly";  but  the 
word  pomadig  is  derived  from  pomade,  a  greasy  substance, 
and  this  fact  reminds  us  that  Biilow  was  sometimes  known 
as  "the  eel,"  a  creature  which,  if  not  in  fact  greasy,  goes 
about  its  business  in  a  slippery  fashion,  touching  the  ob- 
stacles it  encounters,  but  slithering  by  them  or  undulat- 
ing around  them,  presumably  retaining  serenity  of  mind 
as  it  does  so.  This  is  precisely  the  way  Biilow  approached 

•What  one  recognized  clearly  in  him  was  the  lack  of  intelligence.  Other- 
wise, he  possessed  all  the  virtues  needed  for  the  conduct  of  business. 

47  G.  P.,  xviii,  2,  840;  Graf  Piickler  in  Front  wider  Billow,  pp.  50  ff.; 
Fischer,  ibid.,  p.  390. 
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the  problems  that  arose  during  his  chancellorship.  He 
touched  but  did  not  move  them,  adjusting  himself  to  their 
unyielding  surfaces,  and  undulated  by,  calmly,  happily, 
pomadig. 

To  try  to  do  otherwise  was  to  risk  failure,  criticism, 
and  perhaps  dismissal,  and  Biilow  had  no  desire  to  lose  a 
position  that  appealed  to  his  towering  self-esteem.  He  did 
not,  therefore,  take  unnecessary  risks,  and  this  was  espe- 
cially true  of  the  way  in  which  he  treated  his  Emperor.  In 
his  diary,  General  von  Waldersee  tells  of  having  warned 
Albert  Ballin  that  Biilow,  by  supporting  all  of  the  Em- 
peror's enthusiasms,  no  matter  how  dangerous  or  destruc- 
tive of  good  relations  with  other  powers,  and  by  never 
criticizing  or  opposing  his  wishes,  was  encouraging  Wil- 
liam II  to  overestimate  his  own  abilities.  Ballin  refused  to 
believe  this,  arguing  that  the  Emperor  was  too  clever  to 
be  taken  in  by  crude  flattery.  Later,  Waldersee  records, 
Ballin  returned  and  admitted  that  he  had  been  wrong. 
'Biilow,"  he  said,  "is  a  misfortune  for  us  and  is  destroy- 
ing the  Emperor  completely."48 

What  was  failing  in  Biilow,  it  is  clear  from  all  of  this, 
was  a  sense  of  responsibility  and  the  basic  principles  and 
beliefs  from  which  such  a  sense  might  arise.  In  his  percep- 
tive essay  on  "Biilow  as  a  Man  of  Letters,"  R.  C.  Muschler 
points  out  that,  to  judge  from  his  writings,  Biilow  had 
neither  religious  faith  nor  genuine  patriotism  nor  any 
other  philosophy  except  egoism.  His  letters  "drip  with 
citations  from  the  Bible"  and  are  "stuffed  with  pleas  or 
thanks  to  God,"  but  there  is  no  sense  of  any  real  faith, 

48  Generalfeldmarschall  Alfred  Graf  von  Waldersee,  Denkwurdigkeilen, 
edited  by  H.  O.  Meisner  (3  vols.,  Stuttgart,  1923-25),  in,  176,  220. 
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and  one  gathers  that  Biilow  used  the  name  of  God  partly 
as  an  ornament  and  partly  as  a  means  of  adding  weight  to 
his  never  very  substantial  reflections.  On  the  other  hand, 
he  rarely  spoke  of  his  country  at  all.  In  hundreds  of  let- 
ters, Muschler  tells  us,  there  is  no  reference  to  Germany 
or  the  fatherland.  "It  is  always  a  matter  only  of  indi- 
viduals. .  .  .  Germany?  That  was  just  a  thing  with  which 
he  worked."49  Nothing,  in  short,  impressed  Biilow  suf- 
ficiently to  evoke  in  him  a  sense  of  duty  toward  it;  and, 
this  being  the  case,  the  only  responsibility  that  he  recog- 
nized was  to  himself;  and  his  standards  weren't  very  high. 
There  is  no  better  illustration  of  Billow's  spiritual  pov- 
erty or,  for  that  matter,  his  essential  superficiality  and  lack 
of  courage,  than  that  notorious  comedy  of  errors  called 
the  Daily  Telegraph  Affair.  This  arose  from  the  publica- 
tion, in  an  English  newspaper,  of  certain  statements  made 
by  the  Emperor  about  England,  her  conduct  of  the  Boer 
war,  her  allies,  and  Anglo-German  relations,  some  of 
which  were  silly  and  all  of  which  were  impolitic  and 
calculated  to  inflame  English  hostility.  On  this  oc- 
casion, however,  the  Emperor  had  not  acted  irrespon- 
sibly or  in  an  unconstitutional  manner.  Before  author- 
izing publication,  he  had,  as  recent  exhaustive  studies 
of  this  affair  show,50  sent  a  copy  of  the  statement  to 
Biilow  for  his  approval.  Without  reading  it,  the  Chan- 
cellor handed  it  on  to  subordinates  in  the  Foreign  Minis- 
try, with  orders  that  they  should  look  it  over  "for  neces- 

49  Front  wider  Biilow,  pp.  369  ff. 

soWilhelm  Schussler,  Die  Daily-Telegraph-Affaire:  Filrst  Biilow,  Kaiser 
Wilhelm  und  die  Krise  des  zweiten  Reiches  1908'  (Gottingen,  1952)  ;  Hiller 
von  Gaertringen,  Billows  Denkwiirdigheiten,  Teil   II. 
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sary  corrections,  additions  or  omissions."51  With  a  lack  of 
imagination  and  perhaps  a  disinclination  to  look  for 
trouble  that  tells  much  about  the  decline  of  standards  in 
the  Wilhelmine  civil  service,  those  officials  merely  checked 
for  factual  accuracy  and  made  no  judgment  as  to  the 
political  advisability  of  publication.52  Nor  did  Biilow, 
when  the  document  came  back  to  him.  He  returned  it  to 
the  Emperor,  and  it  was  mailed  to  England  and  pub- 
lished. 

When  the  inevitable  uproar  began,  Biilow  was  con- 
fronted with  the  alternative  of  taking  upon  himself  the 
responsibility  for  the  publication — and  thus  revealing 
what  the  Austrian  ambassador  called  the  cascade  de  negli- 
geances53  that  had  gone  before— or  claiming  that  he  knew 
nothing  of  the  matter.  He  seems  to  have  made  his  choice 
solely  on  the  basis  of  how  his  personal  reputation  and 
position  would  be  affected;  and,  in  the  Reichstag  debate, 
he  managed  to  obscure  the  events  that  preceded  publica- 
tion of  the  interview  while  intimating  that  he  disapproved 
of  the  interview  as  such,  adding  that  he  was  sure  that  the 
Emperor  had  meant  well  and  would  be  more  reticent  in 
the  future.  If  this  were  not  so,  he  said  blandly,  neither  he 
nor  any  of  his  successors  could  accept  the  responsibility 
of  office.  It  was  a  masterful  performance,  in  Billow's  best 
manner,  and  it  was  received  well;  but  the  fluttering  hands 
and  delicate  modulations  of  voice  no  longer  have  the 
power  to  hide  the  ugly  fact  that  he  nowhere  admitted  his 
heavy  share  of  the  blame  for  what  had  happened  and  the 

si  Ibid.,  p.  130. 

r>2]bid.,  pp.  140-144. 

f>3  Schusslcr,  Daily-Telegraph-Affaire,  p.  27. 
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uglier  suspicion  that  he  did  so  for  lack  of  courage.54 

In  retrospect,  the  Daily  Telegraph  Affair  seems  pica- 
yune, although  it  did  more  to  harm  Anglo-German  rela- 
tions than  anything  since  the  Kriiger  dispatch.  As  a  con- 
tribution to  the  coming  of  the  First  World  War,  it  is 
probably  less  important  than  another  of  Biilow's  actions, 
which  cannot  be  discussed  here — his  approval,  in  January 
1909,  of  a  letter  from  the  Chief  of  the  German  General 
Staff  to  his  opposite  number  in  Austria,  giving  assurances 
of  support  which  changed  the  whole  nature  of  Germany's 
commitment  under  the  Dual  Alliance  of  1879.55  But  the 
Daily  Telegraph  Affair  does  throw  into  sharp  relief  the 
distinguishing  features  of  Billow's  statecraft:  its  super- 
ficiality, its  lack  of  energy  and  courage,  its  reliance  on 
theatrical  gestures  to  avoid  harsh  realities,  and — basic  to 
all  of  these — its  essential  irresponsibility. 

Ill 

About  the  third  of  these  Wilhelmine  statesmen,  Alfred 
von  Kiderlen-Wachter,  less  need  be  said;  although  the 
high  praise  lavished  on  him  by  his  contemporaries  en- 
titles him  to  some  consideration.  Kiderlen-Wachter  was 
the  last  German  diplomat  of  first  rank  to  have  an  intimate 
relationship  with  Bismarck.  He  had  entered  the  foreign 
service  in  1879  and  served  his  apprenticeship  under  a 
number  of  able  chiefs  of  mission,  including  two  of  Bis- 

54  See  Theodor  Eschenburg,  Das  Kaiserreich  am  Scheideiueg:  Basser- 
mann,  Billow  und  der  Block  (Berlin,  1925)  ,  pp.  149  f.;  Hiller  von 
Gaertringen,  Billows  Denkwiirdigkeiten,  pp.  165-172. 

55  See  Craig,  Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army,  pp.  286-290. 
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marck's  "Great  Ambassadors,"  Miinster  in  Paris  (with 
whom  Kiderlen  did  not  get  on)  and  Radowitz  in  Con- 
stantinople (with  whom  he  did) .  Holstein  had  marked 
him  down  as  a  coming  man  in  the  mid-1 880's;56  and  Bis- 
marck himself  called  him  to  the  Foreign  Ministry  as  an 
Eastern  expert  in  1888  and  was  soon  describing  him  as  "a 
useful  young  man  with  a  practical  view."57  The  old 
Chancellor  was,  indeed,  so  favorably  impressed  by  Kider- 
len's  talents  that  he  assigned  him  as  a  Foreign  Ministry 
counsellor  to  Emperor  William  II  during  the  Emperor's 
annual  northern  cruise;  and  Kiderlen  held  this  coveted 
position  for  ten  years,  meanwhile  moving  up  the  pro- 
fessional ladder  and,  through  his  friendship  with  Hol- 
stein, having  a  not  inconsiderable  influence  in  the  Foreign 
Ministry.  In  1898,  he  fell  a  victim  to  the  vicious  infight- 
ing between  rival  groups  in  the  Emperor's  entourage  and 
had  to  undergo  what  was  virtual  exile  in  the  legation  of 
Bucharest  until  1910.  He  was  never  entirely  forgotten, 
however.  In  1907  and  1908,  he  was  sent  on  special  mis- 
sions to  Constantinople;  at  the  height  of  the  Bosnian  crisis, 
he  was  called  to  Berlin  to  be  Acting  State  Secretary  for 
Foreign  Affairs;  and  finally,  in  1910,  that  appointment 
was  made  permanent.58 

Kiderlen,  as  this  sketch  of  his  career  shows,  could 
rightly  claim  to  be  a  Bismarckian  by  origin  and  training; 
it  was  perhaps  only  natural  that  his  supporters  should 
claim  he  was  Bismarckian  in  a  deeper  sense,  that  he  was 

56  Rogge,  Holstein  und  Hohenlohe,  pp.  223,  225,  229,  232. 
•r>7  Jackh,  Kiderlen-Wachter,  I,  86. 

58  Ibid.,  i,  96  ff.  and  passim;   n,  79  ff.    See  also  Haller,  Eulenburg,  I, 
182  ff. 
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indeed  a  Bismarck  redivivus.  Such  a  claim  was  made  by 
Friedrich  Naumann,  although  he  cautiously  added  the 
adjective  "Swabian"  before  the  honored  name.  Others 
were  less  circumspect;  and,  on  Kiderlen's  sixtieth  birth- 
day, the  Hamburger  Nachrichten  draped  the  great  Chan- 
cellor's mantle  around  his  shoulders  by  writing  that, 
measured  "by  the  standards  of  received  Bismarckian  tra- 
dition," he  was  the  best  foreign  minister  Germany  had 
found  since  1890.59 

One  suspects  that  this  sort  of  thing  was  a  reflection  of 
the  poverty  of  diplomatic  talent  in  Wilhelmine  Germany, 
for  surely  these  statements — and  others  that  claimed  that 
Kiderlen  would  have  prevented  the  coming  of  war  if  it 
had  not  been  for  his  untimely  death  in  19 1260 — are  justi- 
fied by  nothing  that  Kiderlen  ever  did,  or  even  wrote. 
Billow's  memoirs  are,  doubtless,  deplorable,  but  they  are 
at  least  written  with  zest.  The  published  papers  of  Kider- 
len show  the  drafting  skill  of  the  Bismarck  school  and 
analytical  gifts  of  a  high  order  but,  aside  from  that,  they 
are  thin  to  the  point  of  emaciation.  It  is  hard  to  disagree 
with  Andreas'  judgment  that  one  must  conclude  from 
the  papers  that 

what  [Kiderlen]  wished  and  what  he  did  stemmed 
neither  from  an  overwhelmingly  humane  creativity,  nor 
from  intellectual  depth,  nor  from  a  glowing  dedication 
to  a  high  task.  In  outstanding  statesmen,  however  coolly 
and  modestly  they  proceed  with  the  choice  of  their 
methods  and  weapons,  there  is  a  holy  fire,  and  Hegel 

59Jackh,  Kiderlen-W  dchter,  I,  156  f. 

60  Richard  von  Kuhlmann,  quoted  in  G.  P.  Gooch,  Studies  in  Diplo- 
macy   (London,  1942)  ,  p.  83. 
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was  right  in  saying  that  nothing  great  in  the  world  is 
done  without  passion. 

This  Kiderlen  lacked  and,  because  he  did  so,  he  was  a 
mere  Routinier.61 

But  let  us  push  this  a  step  further.  What  does  the 
student  of  the  origins  of  the  First  World  War  remember 
of  Kiderlen- Wachter?  Two  things:  that  at  the  height  of 
the  Bosnian  crisis  of  1908-1909  he  dispatched  an  ultima- 
tum to  the  Russian  government,  insisting  that  it  give  un- 
equivocal recognition  of  Austria's  acquisition  of  Bosnia 
or  face  the  consequences;  and  that,  in  1911,  in  an  attempt 
to  force  the  French  government  to  give  territorial  com- 
pensation to  Germany  for  tolerating  French  gains  in  Mo- 
rocco, he  sent  the  gunboat  Panther  to  Agadir.  In  both 
cases,  threats  were  employed  as  instruments  of  diplomatic 
pressure  and,  it  must  be  added,  employed  injudiciously, 
since  in  the  first  case  the  threat  was  unnecessary  (the 
Russians  having  already  decided  to  accept  the  unavoid- 
able) ,  while  in  the  second  the  menaces  could  not  be  ex- 
pected to  accomplish  the  purpose  for  which  they  were 
used.  And  these  two  incidents,  which  succeeded  only  in 
strengthening  the  ties  that  bound  together  Germany's 
potential  antagonists,  suggest  that  Kiderlen's  weakness  lay 
not  only  in  the  lack  of  the  kind  of  passion  that  Bismarck 
devoted  to  his  calling  but  in  the  fact  that  what  passion 
he  possessed  he  expended  in  what  has  been  called  "sterile 
excitation,"62  in  fruitless  and  self-defeating  displays  of 
violence. 

Gi  W.  Andreas,   "Kiderlen-Wachter:   Randglossen   zu   seinera   Nachlass," 
Historische  Zeitschrifl,  cxxxn    (1925) ,  250  f. 
82  From  Max   Weber,  p.   115. 
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This  conclusion  is  supported  by  other  evidence.  Lan- 
cken,  who  was  holding  talks  with  French  officials  in  Paris 
during  the  Agadir  crisis,  has  written  that  Kiderlen  was  so 
determined  to  be  firm  that  he  showed  a  complete  disre- 
gard for  the  possibilities  of  amicable  settlement.63  Ham- 
mann  tells  us  that  Chancellor  Bethmann-Hollweg  was 
always  terrified  by  Kiderlen's  willfulness.64  And  even 
Kiderlen's  admiring  biographer  has  supplied  corrobora- 
tive material,  in  his  repeated  references  to  Kiderlen's 
Fuhrernatur  and  his  belief  that  problems  could  be  solved 
only  by  the  Fiihrerpersonlichkeit  (terms,  incidentally, 
that  sound  more  ominous  to  a  post-Hitler  generation  than 
they  probably  did  to  readers  in  the  1920's,  when  the 
memoirs  were  published)  and  in  his  further  admission 
that  Kiderlen  believed  that  the  important  thing  in  life 
was  whether  one  was  "ein  Kerl — a  tough  guy."65  One  is 
forced  to  conclude  that,  despite  his  good  qualities — which 
showed  to  advantage  in  his  service  at  Constantinople  and 
Bucharest,  and  also  in  his  negotiations  during  the  first 
Balkan  war — Kiderlen  was  too  often  the  kind  of  diplomat 
Hindenburg  was  thinking  about  when  he  told  Stresemann 
in  1923  that  what  Germany  needed  was  more  diplomats 
who  knew  how  to  pound  their  fists  upon  the  table.66 
Germany  has  had  a  lot  of  diplomats  like  that  since  1890, 
but  they  have  not  served  her  well. 

63  Lancken,  Dienstjahre ,  pp.  99  ff. 

64  Hammann,  Bilder,  pp.  86  ff. 

65Jackh,  Kiderlen-Wachter,  n,  82  ff.,  90  ff.,  93. 

66  K.  D.  Erdmann,  "Das  Problem  der  Ost-  oder  Westorientierung  in 
der  Locarno  Politik  Stresemanns,"  Geschichte  in  Wissenschaft  und  Unter- 
richt,  vi    (1955)  ,  152. 
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IV 

A  generation  of  Epigoni,  Monts  called  Wilhelmine 
Germany;  and,  when  one  considers  the  statecraft  of  Hol- 
stein,  Biilow,  and  Kiderlen,  the  classical  reference  assumes 
meaning.  The  disaster  that  was  to  overwhelm  Germany  was 
not,  of  course,  solely  the  fault  of  the  diplomats;  to  say  so 
would  be  to  deny  the  constitutional  and  social  realities  of 
Imperial  Germany.  But  that  the  diplomats  contributed  to 
the  fateful  deterioration  of  Germany's  position  after  1890 
there  can  be  no  doubt;  and  they  did  so  because  they  no 
longer  held  the  values  and  possessed  the  qualities  that 
inspired  the  statecraft  of  their  great  predecessor. 


Chapter  Three         THREE  REPUBLICAN 
STATESMEN  : 
RATHENAU, 
STRESEMANN, 
BRUENING 


DIPLOMACY  IS  SOMETIMES  defined  as  the 
art  of  the  possible;  and  to  think  of  it  in  this  light  and  to 
recognize  the  different  factors  that  restrict  a  statesman's 
freedom  to  choose  among  possible  courses  of  action  helps 
to  illuminate  some  of  the  difficulties  and  the  limitations 
of  statecraft.  But  it  should  never  be  forgotten  that  there 
are  historical  situations — usually  in  time  of  national  de- 
feat and  disaster — in  which  statesmen  are  not  given  the 
privilege  of  choice  at  all,  but  are  forced  to  accept  things 
that  they  do  not  wish  to  accept,  or  to  do  things  that  they 
do  not  wish  to  do,  because  the  penalty  for  refusing  to  do 
so  is  unacceptable. 

What  is  the  role  of  diplomacy  at  such  moments?  Surely 
it  is  to  make  a  virtue  of  necessity.  Surely  the  statesman,  at 
these  times,  must  try  to  accept  the  inescapable  and  under- 
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take  the  unavoidable  in  such  a  way  as  to  derive  the  great- 
est possible  credit  for  doing  so,  both  from  his  antagonists 
and  from  other  interested  parties.  Surely  he  must  exploit 
all  the  circumstances  of  his  act  of  capitulation  in  order  to 
win  positive  benefit  from  it.  In  such  circumstances,  in 
other  words,  diplomacy  becomes  a  matter  of  making  the 
best  of  a  bad  situation.  It  becomes  the  art  of  the  neces- 
sary.1 

In  the  years  that  followed  Germany's  collapse  in  1918, 
the  new  republican  government  was  faced  with  the  hard 
necessity  of  accepting  the  burden  of  the  Paris  peace  terms. 
To  have  refused  to  do  so  was  hardly  within  the  realm  of 
practical  politics,  for  the  Allies  made  it  clear  that  they 
were  prepared  to  renew  the  war,  if  necessary,  in  order  to 
enforce  their  will.  Responsible  German  statesmen  had, 
therefore,  to  accept  the  necessary,  hoping  that  the  way  in 
which  they  went  about  doing  this — that  is,  the  very 
process  of  negotiation  involved  in  bowing  to  the  inevi- 
table and  implementing  it — might  lighten  their  prospec- 
tive burdens  and  modify  their  incurred  obligations. 

It  was  not,  of  course,  easy  to  take  even  the  first  step  in 
this  dubious  enterprise.  Germany's  defeat  had  created  a 
new  political  situation  in  which  the  government  and  its 
agencies  were  subject  to  a  much  greater  degree  of  control 
by  public  opinion,  on  the  one  hand,  and  by  parliament 
and  the  parties,  on  the  other,  than  had  been  true  before 
the  war.  It  had  also  left  significant  sections  of  the  German 
population  in  a  resentful  and  rebellious  mood,  unrecon- 

1  W.  W.  Sch iitz  has  written  an  article  entitled  "Politik  als  Kunst  des 
Notwendigen,"  in  Atissenpolitik,  vn  (1956)  ,  495  ft.,  but  he  gives  the 
concepl  a  different  meaning  than  1   have  here. 
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ciled  to  the  disaster  that  had  befallen  their  country,  in- 
disposed to  make  any  concessions  to  the  victors,  and  in- 
capable of  appreciating  the  realities  with  which  their 
ministers  had  to  grapple.  To  do  what  reason  of  state  re- 
quired without  alienating  public  opinion  was  virtually 
impossible,  as  the  careers  of  Rathenau,  Stresemann,  and 
Brueninsr  demonstrate. 


With  Richard  II,  Walther  Rathenau  might  well  have 
said 

I  am  sworn  brother  .  .  . 
To  grim  Necessity;  and  he  and  I 
Will  keep  a  league  till  death. 

He  was  the  first  postwar  statesman  to  face  squarely  up  to 
the  realities  of  Germany's  position  and  to  base  his  policy 
and  his  diplomacy  upon  acceptance  of  the  necessary.  And 
for  this  he  paid  with  his  life  at  the  hands  of  assassins  in 
November  1922. 

The  very  fact  that  Walther  Rathenau  could  serve  as 
Foreign  Minister  of  Germany  illustrates  the  social  trans- 
formation wrought  by  the  establishment  of  the  republic 
and  the  change  in  the  nature  of  foreign  affairs  caused  by 
the  enhanced  importance  of  economic  questions.  For 
Rathenau  was  not  only  a  Jew  but  one  who  proudly  re- 
fused to  be  converted,  a  fact  that  would  automatically 
have  excluded  him  from  the  higher  branches  of  the  state 
service  under  the  Imperial  regime.  At  the  same  time,  as 
the  son  of  Emil  Rathenau,  the  founder  of  the  Allgemeine- 
Elektrizitats-Gesellschaft    (A. E.G.)  ,  and  as  part  owner  or 
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director  of  eighty-six  German  and  twenty-one  foreign  en- 
terprises in  his  own  right,  Rathenau  symbolized  the  role 
that  large-scale  business  was  now  to  play  in  international 
politics.2 

To  deal  with  the  complicated  economic  aspects  of 
German  postwar  policy,  Rathenau  was  well  qualified.  He 
had  demonstrated  his  abilities  in  the  superb  manner  in 
which  he  had  organized  and  administered  the  War  Raw 
Materials  Department  during  the  first  half  of  the  war,3 
as  well  as  in  a  series  of  writings  in  which  he  foresaw  the 
economic  disintegration  that  would  inevitably  follow  that 
conflict  and  the  degree  to  which  general  recovery  would 
depend  upon  an  integrated  approach  to  the  problems  that 
would  face  Germany  and  her  neighbors.4  To  be  sure,  he 
saw  those  problems,  and  their  solutions,  at  first  through 
the  rose-colored  glasses  of  inevitable  German  victory  and 
domination,  for  not  until  November  1918  did  he  imagine 
the  defeat  of  his  country  possible,  and  even  then  he  re- 
jected the  idea.5  But,  even  in  his  disillusionment,  he 
never  wavered  in  his  belief  that  the  big  problems  of  the 
future  would  be  economic  ones  and  that  they  must  be 
handled  on  a  European  scale.  His  vision  in  this  respect 

2  Count  Harry  Kessler,  Walther  Rathenau:  His  Life  and  Work  (New 
York,  1930)  ,  pp.  48  ff.,  117,  122. 

3  See,  inter  alia,  Eric  Kollmann,  "Walther  Rathenau  and  German  For- 
eign  Policy:    Thoughts  and   Actions,"  Journal   of  Modern   History,   xxiv 

(1952),  129  £.;  Kessler,  Rathenau,  pp.  171   IT. 

4  Kollmann  in  Journal  of  Modern  History,  xxiv,  128-130;  Henry  Cord 
Meyer,  Milleleuropa  in  German  Thought  and  Action  (The  Hague,  1955)  , 
pp.  139 -140.  Colonel  House  spoke  of  Rathenau's  "clear  vision"  and 
"prophetic  forecast  as  to  the  future."  Intimate  Papers  of  Colonel  House 

H  vols.,  Boston,  1920  ff.)  ,  i,  402. 
6  Kollmann  in  Journal  of  Modern   History,  xxiv,   132. 
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was  clearer  than  that  of  some  Allied  statesmen. 

Vision — upon  which  Rathenau  himself  put  a  high  valua- 
tion, claiming  that  "the  ability  to  imagine  what  has  not 
yet  happened"  was  the  mark  of  the  outstanding  states- 
man6— is  an  important  gift,  but  it  is  not  everything.  In 
Rathenau's  case,  it  and  his  undeniable  technical  abilities 
were  both  offset  to  some  extent  by  personal  shortcomings. 
The  very  fertility  of  his  imagination  made  it  easier  for 
him  to  formulate  new  schemes  than  to  hold  firm  to  estab- 
lished ones,  and  the  art  of  digging  one's  heels  in  was  not 
highly  developed  in  him.7  He  was  also  a  moody  man, 
given  to  fits  of  profound  discouragement,  a  dangerous 
tendency  in  a  statesman,  because  it  lends  itself  to  exploi- 
tation by  others.8  These  traits  were  to  reveal  themselves  in 
his  diplomacy,  sometimes  at  inconvenient  moments. 

Simultaneously,  Rathenau  had  a  penchant  for  a  kind  of 
aestheticism  and  mysticism  that  was  not  readily  under- 
stood by  ordinary  minds  and  was  easily  misinterpreted  by 
malicious  ones.9  Finally,  despite  his  refusal  to  abandon 
the  faith  of  his  fathers,  he  was  ashamed  of  being  a  Jew 
and  idealized  the  very  blond,  blue-eyed  Teutons  who 
were  most  apt  to  find  his  writings  incomprehensible,  his 
inordinate  personal  vanity  ridiculous,  and — once  he  had 

6  Margarete  von  Eynern  in  her  introduction  to  Walther  Rathenau:  Ein 
Preussischer  Europaer:  Briefe    (Berlin,  1955)  ,  p.  22. 

7  Wipert  von  Bliicher,  Deutschlands  Weg  nach  Rapallo  (Wiesbaden, 
1951)  ,  pp.   156  f. 

8  See  Gerald  Freund,  Unholy  Alliance    (New  York,  1957)  ,  p.  105. 

9  Erich  Eyck,  Geschichte  der  Weimarer  Republik  (2  vols.,  Zurich,  1954- 
56)  ,  i,  250.  Herbert  von  Dirksen  spoke  of  the  "breath  of  decadence"  that 
emanated  from  Rathenau.  Moskau,  Tokio,  London:  Erinnerungen  und 
Betrachtungen  zu  20  Jahren  deutscher  Aussenpolitik,  1919-1939  (Stuttgart, 
1950)  ,  p.  44. 
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become  Foreign  Minister — his  Jewishness  an  insult  to  the 
nation.10  These  characteristics  made  it  unlikely  that  he 
would  ever  command  popular  support,  although — to  do 
him  justice — it  must  be  remembered  that  the  nature  of 
the  policy  he  had  to  follow  would  probably  have  made 
that  impossible  in  any  case. 

Whatever  his  other  failings,  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
Rathenau  had  political  courage;  and  this  he  demonstrated 
from  the  moment  he  re-entered  politics  in  1920,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  German  delegation  to  the  Spa  conference.  At 
this  gathering,  which  was  called  to  discuss  German  dis- 
armament11 and  reparations,  and  which  was  held  in  an 
atmosphere  of  indescribable  bitterness  and  tenseness,12  the 
German  representatives  were  presented  with  a  demand  for 
deliveries  of  coal  to  an  amount  of  2,000,000  tons  monthly 
for  a  period  of  six  months  from  1  August  1920;  and  it  was 
made  clear  that,  in  case  of  default,  the  Allies  would  oc- 
cupy the  Ruhr.  Confronted  with  an  ultimatum  of  this 
kind  it  was  perhaps  easier  to  strike  attitudes  of  outraged 
and  defiant  patriotism,  as  the  coal  magnate  Hugo  Stinnes 
did  at  Spa,13  than  to  adopt  the  unpopular  but  responsible 
course.  Rathenau  distinguished  himself  at  Spa  by  arguing 
for  acceptance  of  the  ultimatum. 

10  On  this,  see  especially  M.  J.  Bonn,  Wandering  Scholar  (New  York. 
1948) ,  pp.  265  f. 

11  The  military  aspect  of  the  Spa  conference  is  discussed  in  Craig, 
Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army,  pp.  389-392. 

12  See  Carl  Bergmann,  The  History  of  Reparations  (London,  1927), 
pp.  40  f. 

13  Stinnes'  conduct  at  Spa  is  described  in  Edgar  Viscount  d'Abernon, 
An  Ambassador  of  Peace  (3  vols.,  London,  1929-30)  ,  I,  64  ff.;  and  Harold 
Nicolson,  Curzon:  The  Last  Phase,  1919-1925  (new  edition,  New  York, 
1939)  ,  pp.  220-230. 
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He  did  not  do  so  in  a  spirit  of  submissiveness  or  resig- 
nation, or  even  for  the  mere  sake  of  saving  the  Ruhr.  Had 
he  had  his  way,  the  government,  while  yielding,  would 
have  sought  to  define  the  total  reparations  liability  by 
offering  to  pay  a  definite  amount.  This  might  not  have 
been  accepted,  but  it  would  probably  have  led  to  further 
negotiations,  and  Rathenau,  like  Talleyrand,  believed 
that,  once  negotiations  are  possible,  anything  is  possible. 
Lord  d'Abernon  was  to  write  later:  "[Rathenau]  has 
taken  to  international  conferences  with  passion.  He  wants 
them  to  go  on  all  the  time."14  This  was  true.  In  Ger- 
many's present  plight,  negotiations  alone,  Rathenau 
thought,  offered  an  ascent  from  the  depths  into  which 
defeat  had  plunged  her.  For  in  negotiations  one  must 
deal  with  concrete  issues  rather  than  with  prejudices  and 
passions,  and,  in  doing  so,  one  may  discover  unexpected 
areas  of  agreement.  Rathenau  put  his  faith  in  the  process, 
hoping  that  modest  agreements  might  lead  to  more  am- 
bitious ones  until  at  last  the  "iron  curtain"  (as  it  was 
called  in  the  1920's)  ,15  which  existed  between  Germany 
and  the  West,  fell  completely  before  the  onslaught  of 
practical  men.16 

This  remained  Rathenau's  faith  after  he  had  become 
Minister  of  Reconstruction  in  the  cabinet  of  Josef  Wirth 
in  1921,  at  a  time  when  the  Allies  themselves  had  defined 
the  total  extent  of  German  reparations  and  demanded 

14  D'Abernon,  Ambassador  of  Peace,  I,  255. 

15  For  uses  of  the  term  in  the  1920's,  see  ibid.,  in,  101,  211;  and  Gustav 
Stresemann,  Vermachtnis,  edited  by  H.  Bernhard  (3  vols.,  Berlin,  1932-33)  , 
m,  327.   It  was  often  used  with  specific  reference  to  the  demilitarized  zone. 

16  On  Rathenau's  faith  in  negotiation,  see  Kessler,  Rathenau,  pp. 
276-277. 
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German  agreement.  In  his  first  speech  to  the  Reichstag, 
Rathenau  once  more  argued  for  acceptance  and  scrupu- 
lous fulfillment  of  the  Allied  terms,  reminding  his  auditors 
of  the  Beethoven  quartet  movement  [Op.  135,  the  final 
movement]  that  "begins  with  slow  tones  'Must  it  be?'  and 
closes  with  a  decided  and  powerful  'It  must  be!'  '  "Who- 
ever comes  to  his  task  without  that  'It  must  be!'  "  Rath- 
enau added,  "comes  with  only  half  a  will  to  the  solution" 
of  Germany's  problems.17 

Here  again,  Rathenau's  view  was  not  simply  negative. 
The  significant  passage  in  this  speech  was  that  in  which 
he  said,  "We  must  find  ways  to  bring  ourselves  together 
again  with  the  world!"18  It  was  his  hope  that,  sooner  or 
later,  Germany's  act  of  yielding  to  necessity,  and  her 
honest  fulfillment  of  the  terms  imposed,  would  be  repaid 
by  a  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  Allies  at  least  to  talk 
about  new  forms  of  reparations  payment;  and,  as  Minister 
of  Reconstruction  and,  after  February  1922,  as  Foreign 
Minister,  all  his  efforts  were  bent  towards  finding  oppor- 
tunities for  fruitful  interchange.  Nor  were  they  com- 
pletely unsuccessful.  The  Wiesbaden  agreement  of  Octo- 
ber 1921,  which  he  negotiated  with  Louis  Loucheur,  had 
perhaps  almost  insignificant  economic  results,  but  its  po- 
litical importance — its  demonstration  of  the  possibility  of 
bilateral  Franco-German  negotiations — was  certainly  not 
negligible.19  The  concessions  won  from  the  Allies  at  the 
abortive  Cannes  conference  were,  however  minor,  still  a 

it  Walther  Rathenau,  Gesammelte  Reden    (Berlin,  1924),  p.  203. 

18  Ibid.,  p.  200. 

19  See  Bcrgmann,  Repartitions,  pp.  92-96;  Eyck,  Geschirhle,  I,  253; 
Kollmann  in  Journal  of  Modern  History,  xxiv,  135;  and  Kessler,  Rath- 
enau, pp.  291   ffi. 
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testimony  to  growing  Allied  sympathy  for  German  diffi- 
culties and  confidence  in  her  good  intentions.20  These 
were  indications,  however  slight,  that  Rathenau  was,  in 
fact,  succeeding  in  his  policy  of  making  a  virtue  of  neces- 
sity. 

In  view  of  this,  it  is  unfortunate  that  his  brief  term  as 
Foreign  Minister  should  have  culminated,  not  in  another 
modest  step  towards  reconciliation  with  the  West,  but  in 
a  sensational  event  that  ran  counter  to  his  previous  policy. 
The  story  of  the  Genoa  conference  of  1922  has  often  been 
told;  and  the  high  hopes  with  which  the  Germans  went  to 
Genoa,  their  failure  to  establish  contact  with  the  British, 
their  growing  fear  that  an  Allied-Soviet  pact  might  be 
concluded  at  their  expense,  the  adroitness  with  which  the 
Soviets  exploited  this  fear,  and  the  eventual  signing  of  the 
Soviet-German  treaty  of  friendship  at  Rapallo  form  a 
familiar  story.21  What  is  not  known,  and  probably  cannot 
be  known  with  any  assurance,  is  what  the  Germans  might 
have  gained  at  Genoa  if  it  had  not  been  for  Rapallo. 
Marcus  Wallenberg,  the  Swedish  financier,  later  claimed 
that  the  news  of  Rapallo  had  frustrated  a  plan  for  the 

20  Kessler,  Rathenau,  pp.  297  ff.;  Bergmann,  Reparations,  pp.  113  ff. 

21  See,  inter  alia,  J.  Saxon  Mills,  The  Genoa  Conference  (New  York, 
1922)  ;  Viscount  Swinton,  I  Remember  (London,  1946),  pp.  17-25;  A.  J. 
Sylvester,  The  Real  Lloyd  George  (London,  1947)  ,  pp.  80-98;  Amedeo 
Giannini,  Saggi  di  storia  diplomatica,  1920-40  (Tirenze,  1940)  ,  pp.  27-50; 
Jane  Degras,  Soviet  Documents  on  Foreign  Policy,  I  (Oxford,  1951)  ,  287- 
318;  Louis  Fischer,  The  Soviets  in  World  Affairs  (new  edition,  2  vols., 
Princeton,  1951)  ,  i,  318-354;  Kessler,  Rathenau,  pp.  304-340;  Freund, 
Unholy  Alliance,  pp.  Ill  ff.;  W.  Freiherr  von  Rheinbaben,  "Deutsche 
Ostpolitik  in  Locarno,"  Aussenpolitik,  iv  (1953) ,  35  f.;  Theodor  Schieder, 
"Die  Probleme  des  Rapallo-Vertrags,"  Arbeitsgemeinschaft  fur  Forschung 
des  Landes  Nordrhein-Westfalen:  Geisteswissenschaften,  Heft  4.3  (Koln, 
1956),  pp.  33  ff. 
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rehabilitation  of  German  finances  that  had  been  worked 
out  by  English,  Dutch,  and  Swedish  experts,  had  the 
approval  of  the  British  Treasury,  and  provided  for  a 
large  international  loan  to  Germany  as  the  first  step 
toward  a  definitive  reparations  settlement.22  Even  if  one 
refuses  to  believe  that  anything  so  ambitious  could  have 
come  through  the  shoals  of  negotiation  at  Genoa,  the  Ger- 
mans would  probably  have  made  some  gains,  especially 
since  their  fears  of  a  separate  Soviet-Western  deal  at  their 
expense  were  completely  groundless.  Instead,  the  Rapallo 
treaty  put  a  stop  to  whatever  progress  had  been  made 
towards  Allied-German  understanding,  irritated  the  Brit- 
ish and  infuriated  the  French,  and  contributed  to  the 
mood  that  led  to  the  invasion  of  the  Ruhr  in  January 
1923.23 

Baron  Maltzan,  the  head  of  the  Eastern  Division  of  the 
German  Foreign  Ministry  and  an  enthusiast  for  Soviet- 
German  ties,  talking  later  in  private  about  the  way  in 
which  he  had  persuaded  Rathenau  to  sign  the  Rapallo 
treaty,  boasted  that  he  had  "raped"  the  Foreign  Minis- 
ter.24 One  suspects  that  Rathenau's  personality  supplies  a 
better  explanation  for  his  submissiveness.  Lord  d'Abernon 
always  believed  that  Rapallo  had  its  origins  in  the  fact 
that  Rathenau's  vanity  had  been  outraged  by  Lloyd 
George's  disregard;  and  this  may  well  be  true.25  It  is  even 

22  w.  von  Bliicher,  Rapallo,  p.  164  n. 

23  For  the  views  of  President  Ebert  and  R.  Nadolny,  ibid.,  pp.  159,  163. 

24  Ibid.,  p.  161  n.;  Freund,  Unholy  Alliance,  p.  119.  Cf.  Dirksen, 
Moskau,  Tokio,  London,  p.  46. 

25  D'Abernon,  Ambassador  of  Peace,  I,  308  ff.  Bonn  suggests  that  Lloyd 
George's  disregard  was  prompted  by  the  fact  that  "the  repetitive  melan- 
choly of  this  male  Cassandra  [Rathenau]  depressed  his  springy  optimism. 
...  Mr.  Lloyd  George  had  frankly  got  bored."    Wandering  Scholar,  p.  267. 
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more  likely,  however,  that,  after  his  cool  reception  by  the 
Allies,  Rathenau's  powerful  imagination  summoned  up 
illusory  but  terrifying  dangers,  while  his  tendency  to  dis- 
couragement asserted  itself,  and  made  him  surrender  fatal- 
istically to  what  his  experts  told  him  was  a  means  of  sav- 
ing something  from  the  shipwreck  of  his  hopes.26  Much 
has  been  written  about  Rapallo  restoring  independence 
to  German  foreign  policy,  but  it  is  hard  to  prove  that  this 
or  any  other  tangible  benefit  came  from  Rathenau's 
action,  which  was,  all  things  considered,  an  act  of  weak- 
ness and  a  denial  of  everything  he  had  accomplished  so 
far.27 

Perhaps  this  is  unfair.  Rathenau's  great  service  to  his 
country  was  to  have  seen  and  accepted  the  necessity  of  the 
fulfillment  policy  and  to  have  followed  it  persistently, 
despite  the  frantic  mouthings  of  patrioteers,  who  blamed 
him  for  the  depreciation  of  the  currency  and  the  pulveri- 
zation of  the  middle  class.28  Even  after  Rapallo  he  pur- 
sued his  way,  until  assassination  put  an  end  to  his  efforts. 
If  his  achievement  was  small,  and  if  this  was  partly  be- 

26  Ibid.,  p.  269.  Rathenau  had  apparently  believed  for  some  time  that 
nothing  really  permanent  could  be  accomplished  in  the  reparations 
question  until  something  drastic— a  Poincare  ministry  and  an  invasion  of 
the  Ruhr,  for  instance— had  occurred.  He  seems,  in  short,  to  have  been 
in  a  pessimistic  mood,  even  before  Genoa.  See  Kollmann  in  Journal  of 
Modern  History,  xxiv  (1952) ,  136.  After  Genoa,  he  told  Otto  Gessler  that 
an  occupation  of  the  Ruhr  was  unavoidable.  Otto  Gessler,  Reichswehr- 
politik  in  der  Weimarer  Zeit,  edited  by  Kurt  Sendtner  (Stuttgart,  1958) , 
p.  239. 

27  See  Hans  von  Raumer,  "Dreissig  Jahre  nach  Rapallo,"  Deutsche 
Rundschau,  78.  Jahrgang  (1952) ,  321  ff.;  Felix  Stossinger,  "Die  Wahrheit 
iiber  Rapallo,"  ibid.,  550  ff.;  R.  K.,  "Der  Mythus  von  Rapallo:  In  Wirk- 
lichkeit  war  das  meist  ganz  anders,"  Deutsche  Zeitung  und  Wirtschafts- 
zeitung,  26  June  1954,  p.  3. 

28Eyck,  Geschichte,  I,  285  f. 
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cause  of  the  deficiencies  of  his  diplomacy,  it  was  at  least  a 
beginning  to  the  work  that  Gustav  Stresemann  was  to 
carry  further.29 

II 

The  second  and  much  greater  of  these  three  republican 
statesmen  suffered  from  none  of  the  character  traits  that 
had  blemished  his  predecessor's  achievement.  There  was 
nothing  exotic  in  Stresemann's  appearance  or  mannerisms, 
no  trace  of  aestheticism  in  his  tastes,  no  mystical  strain  in 
his  thought.  His  literary  preferences  and  his  views  on  gen- 
eral subjects  did  not  differ  greatly  from  those  of  the  petty 
bourgeoisie  from  which  he  had  come;30  and,  while  he  was 
capable  of  rising  to  heights  of  poetic  eloquence  in  his 
essays  and  speeches,  this  facilitated  his  ability  to  reach  the 
minds  of  his  audience  instead  of  reducing  it,  as  Rath- 
enau's  more  involved  rhetoric  had  done.  From  the  fits  of 
gloom  into  which  his  predecessor  had  fallen,  Stresemann 
was  protected  by  a  natural  optimism  and  great  resilience. 
Moreover,  if  in  his  private  life  he  was  inclined  to  be  over- 
sensitive to  fancied  slights  and  resentful  at  supposed  af- 
fronts, he  rigorously  suppressed  considerations  of  personal 
vanity  in  his  conduct  of  foreign  affairs  and  showed  him- 
self capable  of  supporting  the  most  mortifying  blows   (the 

29  On  the  similarity  of  Stresemann's  policies  to  those  of  Rathenau,  see 
Kollmann  in  Journal  of  Modern  History,  xxiv  (1952)  ,  141.  For  another 
appreciation  of  the  totality  of  Rathenan's  work,  see  Hans  von  Raumer, 
"Walther  Rathenau,"  Deutsche  Rundschau,  78.    Jahrgang    (1952)  ,  664  ff. 

30  Annelise  Thimme,  Gustav  Stresemann:  Eine  politische  Biographic  zur 
Geschichte  der  Weimarer  Republik  (Hannover  and  Frankfurt-am-Main, 
1957)  ,  p.  14.  He  even  shared  that  class's  admiration  for  Billow,  whom 
he  once  called  "the  greatest  living  German  statesman."    Ibid.,  p.  29. 
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League's  refusal  to  admit  Germany  to  membership  in  the 
Council  in  the  spring  of  1926,  for  instance)  with  calm,  if 
not  with  equanimity.  "So  ist  das  Leben,"  he  said  on  one 
occasion.  "We  must  take  men  and  peoples  and  things  as 
they  are."31 

The  kind  of  courage  that  is  needed  to  admit  the  inevi- 
table and  accept  it,  Stresemann,  like  Rathenau,  possessed 
to  a  high  degree.  He  gave  evidence  of  this  as  early  as  the 
war  years,  when  he  finally  came  around  to  supporting  a 
basic  reform  of  the  Prussian  franchise,  a  position  which, 
it  might  be  added,  it  was  not  easy  for  him  to  adopt,  in 
view  of  his  convictions  and  his  connections.  But,  as  he 
wrote  to  one  of  the  leaders  of  his  party  on  that  occasion: 
"There  are  moments  in  which  one  must  have  the  courage 
to  seize  the  rudder  and  give  the  ship  a  definite  course, 
even  if  a  new  one;  and  I  am  firmly  convinced  that  this 
last  decision  of  ours  was  a  necessity.  .  .  ,"32 

Six  years  later,  when  Stresemann  was  having  his  short 
one  hundred  days  as  Chancellor  of  the  Reich,  courage  of 
that  order  was  needed  in  even  greater  degree.  For  in  that 
tragic  autumn  of  1923,  the  process  begun  with  the  French 
invasion  of  the  Ruhr  came  to  full  crisis,  and  the  country 
was  gripped  in  the  throes  of  economic  disorganization  and 
domestic  revolution.  At  this  juncture,  Stresemann  made 
what  was  probably  the  bravest  and  certainly  the  most 
painful  decision  of  his  life,  the  decision  to  capitulate  to 
the  French  by  terminating  the  policy  of  passive  resistance 

31  Vermachtnis,  n,  231  ff.  Stresemann's  optimism  led  Monts  to  call  him 
a  "second  Bulow"  and  aroused  Hindenburg's  distrust.  Gessler,  Reichs- 
wehrpolitik,  pp.  314,  349. 

32  Annelise  Thimme,  "Gustav  Stresemann,  Legende  und  Wirklichkeit," 
Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxxi   (1956)  ,  295. 


72  FROM  BISMARCK  TO  ADENAUER    I 

that  was  contributing  so  heavily  to  the  disintegration  of 
the  social  fabric. 

When  Stresemann  took  that  difficult  step,  he  was  as- 
sailed by  the  patriotic  press;  and  one  newspaper  wrote 
that  he  deserved  to  be  brought  to  trial  for  treason.  The 
Chancellor's  answer  deserves  to  be  quoted. 

I  am  prepared  and  happy  [he  said]  to  take  my  stand 
before  any  tribunal  to  defend  what  I  have  done.  .  .  . 
Giving  up  passive  resistance  is  perhaps  more  patriotic 
than  the  phrases  with  which  it  is  combated.  I  knew 
when  I  did  it  .  .  .  that  I  was  putting  my  own  political 
position  in  my  party — yes,  and  even  my  life — in  jeop- 
ardy. But  what  is  it  that  we  Germans  lack?  We  lack  the 
courage  to  take  responsibility.33 

The  point  has  already  been  made  that  willingness  to 
retreat  from  an  impossible  position,  however  courageous 
it  may  be,  does  not  in  itself  constitute  statecraft.  It  was 
Stresemann's  ability  to  exploit  the  act  of  surrender,  and 
to  make  the  most  of  the  circumstances  created  by  it,  that 
made  him  an  outstanding  practitioner  of  the  kind  of 
diplomacy  that  has  been  called  here  the  art  of  the  neces- 
sary. This  deserves  closer  attention. 

The  abandonment  of  passive  resistance  helped  to  win 
the  sympathy  of  important  groups  in  Great  Britain  and 
other  countries;  and  this,  together  with  the  growing  con-  i 
cern  felt  over  the  distress  caused  throughout  western 
Europe  by  the  disruption  of  the  German  economy,  led  to 
the  talks  in  which  the  Dawes  Plan  was  formulated.  By 
German  patriots  this  plan  was  attacked  as  a  demand  for 

33  Quoted  in  Martin  Gohring,  Stresemann,  Mensch,  Staatsmann,  Euro- 
paer:  Gcdenkrede,  gehalten  am  8.  Juli  1956  (Mainz,  1956) ,  pp.  19  f. 
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a  new  surrender,  a  reaction  that  Stresemann  viewed 
with  contempt.  The  goal  of  all  of  Germany's  efforts,  he 
felt,  should  be  the  regaining  of  her  political  and  eco- 
nomic freedom;  and  the  Dawes  Plan  was  an  essential  step 
in  that  direction.  It  would  bring  to  Germany  the  inter- 
national credits  without  which  the  fulfillment  of  her  rep- 
arations obligation  would  be  impossible;  and,  unless 
reparations  payments  were  resumed,  the  Ruhr  would  not 
be  evacuated.  These  considerations  alone  justified  accept- 
ance of  the  plan.  In  addition,  it  seemed  obvious  to  Strese- 
mann that,  with  the  passage  of  time,  the  plan  would  make 
Germany's  creditors  increasingly  dependent  upon  her, 
since,  once  they  were  committed  to  giving  her  financial 
assistance,  they  could  not  remain  unaffected  if  she  were 
again  threatened  by  disaster.  In  that  growing  dependence, 
Stresemann  saw  great  opportunity  for  his  country.  As  he 
said  in  a  speech  in  December  1925:  "One  must  simply 
have  ...  so  many  debts  that  the  creditor  sees  his  own  ex- 
istence jeopardized  if  the  debtor  collapses.  .  .  .  These  eco- 
nomic matters  create  bridges  of  political  understanding 
and  future  political  support."34 

These  calculations,  which  dictated  Stresemann's  success- 
ful fight  for  the  plan,  were  in  the  long  run  correct.  In 
addition,  the  financial  talks  of  1924  created  an  atmosphere 
in  which  the  Allies  became  accustomed  to  talking  with 

34  Thimme,  Stresemann,  p.  69  and  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxxi,  314. 
For  the  kind  of  arguments  Stresemann  advanced  in  public,  see  V ermdchtnis , 
i,  418  ff.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that,  at  a  meeting  of  the  ministers  of 
state  on  7  April  1933,  Foreign  Minister  von  Neurath  listed  "the  interest 
of  our  creditors  in  our  debt"  among  Germany's  assets  in  foreign  affairs. 
See  Documents  on  German  Foreign  Policy,  1918-1945  (Washington,  1949 
ff.)    [hereafter  cited  as  German  Documents],  series  C,  i,  257. 
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the  Germans  as  equals  again  and  in  which  they  were  not 
unwilling  to  give  consideration  to  German  proposals  of 
new  subjects  of  negotiation.  It  was  precisely  because  of 
this  new  climate  that  Stresemann  was  able  to  accomplish 
his  diplomatic  masterpiece,  the  negotiation  at  Locarno  of 
the  Rhineland  Pact,  which  by  securing  Germany's  western 
frontier  made  a  repetition  of  the  Ruhr  invasion  impos- 
sible, and  the  agreement  by  which  Germany  was  admitted 
into  the  League  of  Nations  under  conditions  that  freed 
her  from  any  obligation  to  participate  in  a  war  between 
the  Soviet  Union  and  the  other  powers. 

As  a  diplomat  Stresemann  possessed  three  great  gifts, 
which  were  seen  at  their  best  in  the  Locarno  period. 
These  were  his  ability  to  sense  danger  and  to  avoid  it  by 
seizing  and  retaining  the  initiative;  his  ability  to  maintain 
his  perspective  and  his  sense  of  values  in  the  midst  of  a 
changing  diplomatic  situation;  and,  finally,  his  ability  to 
be  more  stubborn  than  his  partners  in  negotiation  and  to 
refuse  to  allow  their  importunities  to  force  him  to  accept 
second-best  solutions. 

With  respect  to  the  first  of  these,  it  might  be  remarked 
that  it  was  Stresemann  who  took  the  initiative  in  propos- 
ing negotiations  for  a  Rhineland  pact  and  that,  in  doing 
so,  he  was  motivated  by  a  lively  apprehension  concerning 
what  might  happen  if  he  merely  waited  upon  events.  For 
in  the  fall  of  1924  the  MacDonald  government  in  England 
fell  from  office,  and  the  Foreign  Secretary  in  the  new  Con- 
servative Cabinet  was  Austen  Chamberlain,  the  tenden- 
cies of  whose  policy  Stresemann  distrusted35 — as  well  he 

85  The  distrust  did  not  fade  with  the  years.  At  the  end  of  his  career, 
Stresemann  said:  "Sir  Austen  is  a  gentleman.    I  know  he  means  well.    But 
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might  when  one  considers  that  Chamberlain  was  reported 
to  have  said  that  he  loved  France  as  one  loves  a  beautiful 
woman.36  Shortly  thereafter,  the  Western  powers  an- 
nounced that,  because  of  imperfect  German  fulfillment 
of  Article  429  of  the  Versailles  Treaty,  which  specified  the 
conditions  of  German  disarmament,  they  would  not  evacu- 
ate the  first  zone  of  occupation  in  the  Rhineland  in  Janu- 
ary 1925,  as  had  been  planned.  This  seemed  to  reverse 
whatever  progress  had  been  made,  during  the  financial 
talks,  toward  reconciliation  between  Germany  and  the 
West;  and  Stresemann  feared  that  worse  was  coming. 
Chamberlain,  he  explained  later,  in  a  speech  before  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  of  the  Reichstag,  was 

at  the  very  least  decidedly  cool  toward  us,  while  on  the 
other  hand  he  had  to  be  counted  among  the  adherents 
of  the  Entente  cordiale  with  France  and  of  the  idea  of  a 
guarantee  treaty  between  the  Allies  that  would  cer- 
tainly be  directed  against  us.  Moreover,  we  could  reckon 
that,  in  view  of  the  British  Empire's  difficulties  in  the 
Near  East,  a  conciliatory  disposition  toward  France  in 
this  matter  might  perhaps  be  regarded  by  the  English 
simply  as  payment  for  a  conciliatory  disposition  on  the 
part  of  France  in  the  Near  East.37 

The  German  Foreign  Minister  saw  the  possibility,  in 
short,  of  a  new  Anglo-French  agreement;  he  feared  that, 
if  it  came  into  existence,  it  would  perpetuate  the  occupa- 

for  the  last  ten  years  Europe  has  been  suffering  from  gentlemen  who 
mean  well."  R.  Bruce  Lockhart,  Retreat  from  Glory  (New  York,  1934)  , 
pp.  338  ff. 

3G  Walter  Gorlitz,  Gustav  Stresemann    (Heidelberg,  1947)  ,  p.  208. 

37  Quoted  in  Thimme,  Stresemann,  pp.  80-81.  See  also  Ludwig  Zimmer- 
mann,  Studien  zar  Geschichte  der  Weimarer  Republik  (Erlangen,  1956)  , 
p.  54;  and  Erdmann  in  Geschichte  in  Wissenschaft,  vi,  139. 
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tion  of  the  Rhineland  and  would,  at  the  same  time,  force 
the  German  government  to  make  the  unhappy  choice  be- 
tween isolation  and  dependence  upon  the  Soviet  Union.  To 
forestall  this,  therefore,  he  came  forward  in  January  1925 
with  his  proposal  of  a  pact  in  which  Germany,  France, 
Belgium,  Italy,  and  Great  Britain  would  guarantee  the 
existing  Rhineland  frontiers;38  and,  despite  the  initially 
cool  reception  that  this  plan  received  in  London,  he  re- 
peated the  offer  in  Paris  a  month  later.  In  diplomacy  per- 
sistence of  this  kind  often  pays  dividends,  and  it  did  here. 
In  March,  the  British  government — caught  between  a 
public  demand  for  some  kind  of  a  security  pact  and  their 
own  lack  of  enthusiasm  for  the  still-pending  Geneva  Pro- 
tocol (which  would  require  a  commitment  to  oppose  ag- 
gression wherever  it  occurred  on  the  Continent)  — discov- 
ered new  virtues  in  Stresemann's  regional  proposal;39  and 
the  initiative  that  the  German  Foreign  Minister  had 
seized  at  the  outset  he  was  now  able  to  retain. 

If  one  studies  the  subsequent  negotiations  with  an  eye 
to  diplomatic  method  rather  than  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
ciding whether  or  not  Stresemann  was  a  "good  European" 
(a  much  controverted  subject  that  will  not  be  touched  on 
here) ,  one  cannot  but  be  impressed  by  the  Foreign  Minis- 
ter's ability  to  maintain  his  perspective  and  his  sense  of 
relative  values.  The  price  of  the  pact  was  the  renuncia- 
tion of  Alsace-Lorraine,  which  seemed  treasonable  to  na- 
tionalists at  home,  but  which  Stresemann  accepted  as  a 
foregone  conclusion,  since  the  territories  renounced  were 

38  This  proposal  had,  of  course,  been  made  before,  as  early  as  1922,  by 
the  Cn no  government. 

30  See,  inter  alia,  Sir  C.  Petrie,  Life  and  Letters  of  the  Right  Honorable 
Sir  Austen  Chamberlain   (2  vols.,  London,  1939-40)  ,  II,  258  ff. 
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lost  in  any  case.  The  important  thing  in  his  mind  was  to 
create  a  situation  in  the  West  that  might  facilitate  the 
evacuation  of  the  Rhineland  without  placing  limits  on 
Germany's  freedom  of  action  in  the  East.  This  depended 
on  the  defeat  of  the  repeated  French  attempts  to  have  the 
guarantee  principle  extended  from  Germany's  western 
frontiers  to  her  eastern  ones,  a  defeat  that  was  effected  by 
Stresemann's  frank  but  persistent  refusal  to  enter  any  en- 
gagements in  the  East  and  was  made  definite  by  the  happy 
accident  that  the  British  were  equally  disinclined  to  make 
eastern  commitments.  After  it  became  clear  that  Cham- 
berlain was  not  to  be  moved  from  his  belief  that,  for  the 
Polish  Corridor,  "no  British  government  ever  will  or  ever 
can  risk  the  bones  of  a  British  grenadier,"40  Stresemann 
was  safe.  He  could  now  claim  that  the  Rhineland  Pact 
had  drawn  the  teeth  of  the  Franco-Polish  alliance  by  free- 
ing Germany  of  the  fear  of  an  automatic  French  attack 
in  the  event  of  a  war  with  Poland  in  which  Germany  was 
not  clearly  the  aggressor;41  and  he  could  now  hope  that 
the  successful  conclusion  of  the  Locarno  treaties  would  in 
itself  create  a  psychological  atmosphere  that  would  be  more 
favorable  to  the  promotion  of  Germany's  territorial  inter- 
ests in  both  East  and  West.42  And,  indeed,  the  first  fruit  of 

40  R.  D.  Challener,  "The  French  Foreign  Office,"  in  The  Diplomats, 
1919-1939,  edited  by  Gordon  A.  Craig  and  Felix  Gilbert  (Princeton,  1953)  , 
p.  82. 

41  See  Thimme  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxxi,  315  f.;  Erdmann  in 
Geschichte  in  Wissenschaft,  vi,  147  ff.;  Schieder,  "Probleme,"  p.  57;  and 
Zygmunt  J.  Gasiorowski,  "Stresemann  and  Poland  before  Locarno," 
Journal  of  Central  European  Affairs,  xvm    (1958) ,  47. 

42  That  Stresemann  thought  of  achieving  his  eastern  ambitions  by  nego- 
tiation and  not  by  force  is  supported  by  abundant  evidence.  He  seems 
to  have  counted  on  being  helped  by  a  total  economic  collapse  of  Poland. 

See    Erdmann    in    Geschichte    in    Wissenschaft,    vi,    149-151;    Erich    Eyck, 
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Locarno  was  the  reversal  of  the  earlier  decision  of  the  Allies 
to  postpone  the  evacuation  of  the  first  Rhineland  zone. 

In  the  parallel  negotiations  over  the  conditions  under 
which  Germany  would  enter  the  League  of  Nations, 
Stresemann's  principal  objective  was  to  secure  an  exemp- 
tion from  the  general  liability,  imposed  by  Article  16  of 
the  Covenant,  to  resort  to  sanctions  in  the  case  of  asrgres- 
sion  against  a  League  member.  Since  Germany  was  not 
permitted  to  arm  herself  as  other  states  did,  she  could  not, 
he  argued,  contribute  military  or  economic  aid  to  any 
joint  action  against  an  aggressor  or  even  permit  League 
members  taking  such  action  to  send  their  troops  across 
her  territory;  and,  in  order  to  avoid  misunderstanding 
and  possible  retaliation  by  nonmembers,  this  must  be 
made  patently  clear  to  all.  He  was  unmoved  by  the  sug- 
gestion that  objections  to  Article  16  should  properly  be 
discussed  only  after  Germany  had  entered  the  League; 
and  he  rejected  the  argument  that  Germany  should  be 
satisfied  by  the  reflection  that  she  could  never  be  forced 
to  participate  in  sanctions  since,  as  a  member  of  the  Coun- 
cil, she  would  have  the  right  to  veto  any  proposed  action. 
The  veto  right,  he  pointed  out,  was  only  theoretically  a 
solution  to  Germany's  special  problem;  in  actual  practice, 
the  German  government  would  be  exposed  to  moral  pres- 
sure in  every  case  of  contemplated  action  and  to  moral 
isolation  if  they  used  the  veto. 

In  taking  this  position,  Stresemann  was,  of  course, 
thinking  of  the  possibility  of  a  future  Soviet  attack  on 

"Ncucs  Licht  auf  Stresemanns  Politik,"  Deutsche  Rundschau,  81.  Jahr- 
gang  (1955),  118;  Antonina  Vallentin,  Stresemann  (London,  1931),  pp. 
261  f. 
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Poland.  He  knew  perfectly  well  that,  if  the  circumstances 
of  Germany's  admission  to  the  League  made  it  appear 
even  remotely  possible  that  she  might  be  forced  to  give 
aid  to  the  Poles,  he  would  have  great  difficulty  in  with- 
standing nationalist  attacks  at  home  and,  moreover,  would 
find  it  impossible  to  reassure  the  Russians,  who  regarded 
Germany's  entrance  into  the  Geneva  system  as  an  anti- 
Soviet  gesture  and  who  would  not  be  fobbed  off  by  as- 
surances that  Germany's  veto  right  was  a  guarantee  of  her 
future  neutrality. 

It  was,  moreover,  important  to  disabuse  Western  states- 
men of  any  false  illusions  they  might  entertain.  Strese- 
mann was  determined  that  Germany  should  not  have  to 
pay  for  admission  to  the  League  with  the  abandonment 
of  her  freedom  of  action  in  foreign  affairs.  He  was  anx- 
ious to  secure  League  membership,  because  of  the  obvious 
opportunities  it  would  provide  for  promoting  his  other 
policy  objectives  by  means  of  propaganda  and  negotia- 
tion; but  membership  in  the  League  must  not  be  regarded 
as  superseding  other  treaty  obligations  or  binding  Ger- 
many exclusively  to  the  West.  "We  would  not,"  Strese- 
mann said  later  to  some  members  of  the  Nationalist 
party,  "permit  ourselves  to  be  used  as  a  tool  against  Rus- 
sia; therefore,  we  insisted  on  our  reservations  with  respect 
to  the  League."43 

In  pressing  those  reservations,  Stresemann — who  often 
said  that  diplomacy  was  a  matter  of  compromise — showed 
himself  for  once  to  be  completely  uncompromising,  hold- 

43  Hans  W.  Gatzke,  "Von  Rapallo  nach  Berlin:  Stresemann  und  die 
deutsche  Russlandpolitik,"  Vierteljahrshefte  fur  Zeitgeschichte ,  iv  (1956) , 
9,  note  49. 
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ing  out  for  an  unequivocal  exemption  before  Germany 
entered  the  League.  Moreover,  when  his  persistence 
threatened  to  create  an  impasse,  it  was  he  who  offered  the 
way  out.  Surely,  he  suggested,  Germany's  special  require- 
ments might  be  met  by  an  interpretation  of  Article  16 
similar  to  that  made  in  the  Geneva  Protocol.  That  docu- 
ment had  included  a  clause  to  the  effect  that  the  signatory 
powers  were  obliged  to  co-operate  against  aggressors  "to 
an  extent  which  [was]  compatible  with  their  geographical 
situation  and  the  special  state  of  their  armaments."  Hav- 
ing failed  utterly  to  move  Stresemann  from  his  position, 
the  other  negotiators  seized  thankfully  upon  this  formula; 
and  Germany  was  permitted  to  enter  the  League  with  the 
kind  of  exemption  Stresemann  had  sought — and  with  no 
obligation  to  participate  in  a  future  League  action  against 
the  Soviet  Union.44 

Not  the  least  interesting  aspect  of  this  brilliant  diplo- 
matic achievement,  which,  in  the  words  of  Lord  d'Aber- 
non,  raised  Germany  "from  the  position  of  a  stricken  and 
disarmed  foe  into  that  of  a  diplomatic  equal,  entitled  to 
full  consideration  as  a  Great  Power  and  enjoying  inter- 
national guarantee  for  the  protection  of  her  frontier,"45 
was  Stresemann's  behavior  toward  Moscow  before  and 
during  the  negotiations.  In  contrast  to  his  predecessor, 
whose  romantic  fascination  by  the  Soviet  Union  was  per- 
haps one  more  reason  for  the  way  in  which  he  was  over- 
powered at  Genoa,  and  in  even  sharper  contrast  to  those 
who,  like  Brockdorff-Rantzau,  had  come  to  believe  in  a 

44  On  all  this,  ibid.,  pp.  9-19;  Erdmann  in  Geschichte  in   Wissenschaft, 
vi,  145;  Schieder,  "Probleme,"  pp.  63  ff. 

45  D'Abcrnon,  Ambassador  of  Peace,  in,  20. 
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"brotherhood  of  destiny"  between  Germany  and  Soviet 
Russia,  Stresemann's  attitude  was  one  of  cool  reserve;  and 
he  was  even  more  determined  to  preserve  his  independ- 
ence vis-a-vis  Russia  than  he  was  to  avoid  an  exclusive 
bond  with  the  West.  He  always  remembered  that  Moscow 
was  the  headquarters  of  the  Comintern,  and  hence  the 
source  of  many  of  his  political  troubles.46  He  admitted  the 
advantage  of  the  secret  military  collaboration  between  the 
two  powers,  because  he  appreciated  the  importance   of 
power  in  international  diplomacy;47  and  he  was  always  in 
favor   of   greater   economic   co-operation   with    the    Rus- 
sians.48 But  he  wanted  no  closer  ties  than  those  that  had 
existed  since  1922,  for— unlike  General  von  Seeckt,  who 
seems  to  have  desired  a  military  alliance  for  the  sake  of 
destroying  Poland— he  believed  that  dependence  upon  the 
Soviet  Union  would  result  in  diplomatic  isolation  and  the 
communization   of   Germany.49     This   attitude,    and   his 
natural    steadiness    of   nerve    in    diplomatic    intercourse, 
enabled  him  to  withstand  the  remarkable  campaign  of 
menaces  and  blandishments  that  the  Russians— supported 
by  such  allies  as  Seeckt  and  Brockdorff-Rantzau— waged 
against  his  Locarno  policy.  The  Soviet  desire  for  another 
engagement  he  satisfied  with  the  Berlin  Treaty  of  1926, 
but  only  after  the  western  arrangements  had  been  com- 
pleted; and  the  new  treaty  seems  to  have  represented  no 

46  Vermachtnis,  n,  516. 

47  See  especially  Hans  W.  Gatzke,  Stresemann,  and  the  Rearmament  of 
Germany  (Baltimore,  1954)  ;  and  the  same  author's  "Russo-German 
Military  Collaboration  during  the  Weimar  Republic,"  American  Historical 
Review,  lxiii  (1958) ,  565  ff. 

48  Gatzke  in  Vierteljahrshefte,  iv,  28  f. 

49  Vermachtnis,  n,  553;  Thimme,  Stresemann,  pp.  106  ff.;  Erdmann  in 
Geschichte  in  Wissenschaft,  VI,  140. 
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more  to  him  than  a  kind  of  reaffirmation  of  his  policy  of 
steering  a  middle  course  between  East  and  West  in  order 
to  reassert  Germany's  influence  in  Europe. 

These  comments  upon  Stresemann's  methods  would  be 
incomplete  if  they  did  not  touch  in  passing  on  his  recog- 
nition of  the  intimate  connection  between  foreign  and 
domestic  affairs  and  the  effort  he  devoted  to  winning  the 
support  of  the  parties,  and  public  opinion  in  general,  for 
his  policies.  In  the  great  crisis  of  1923,  he  had  complained 
that  too  many  people  would  not  understand  that  "the 
recovery  of  a  people  is  not  won  only  by  braggadocio  and 
saber-rattling  without  a  saber.  .  .  .  The  German  always 
sees  foreign  policy  only  from  the  standpoint  of  domestic 
party  conflicts  and  thereby  loses  any  sense  of  what  is  neces- 
sary."50 But  he  did  not  content  himself  with  repining,  but 
threw  himself  into  the  task  of  education  and  persuasion. 
For  this  purpose,  as  Henry  Bretton  has  pointed  out,51  he 
drew  heavily  on  American  advertising  techniques  and 
British  propaganda  practices;  he  maintained  excellent  re- 
lations with  the  press;  and  he  wrote  incessantly  under  his 
own  name  and  various  pseudonyms  for  magazines  and 
newspapers.  Among  the  parties,  and  especially  within  his 
own  badly  split  party,  he  followed  the  line  of  expediency, 
being  all  things  to  all  men  and  tailoring  his  tactics  and 
his  language  to  his  auditors.52  This  has  presented  difficul- 
ties to  those  people  looking  for  consistency  and  sincerity 
in  Stresemann's  work;  but  it  was  plainly  designed  to  make 

so  Vermachtnis,  i,  221. 

51  Henry  L.  Bretton,  Stresemann  and  the  Revision  of  Versailles:  A  Fight 
for  Reason    (Stanford,  1953),  pp.  44-45. 

•r>2See  Thimme  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  CLXXXI,  302-305,  335  and 
notes;  and  her  Stresemann,  pp.  15,  43,  61,  64,  85,  129. 
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possible  a  united  and  continuous  foreign  policy  and  to  ad- 
vance his  specific  diplomatic  objectives. 

Despite  these  methods,  it  was  only  with  the  greatest  of 
difficulty  that  Stresemann  secured  continued  party  and 
public  support.  The  opening  of  each  phase  of  his  policy 
was  accompanied  by  new  campaigns  of  defamation  and  by 
bitter  fights  in  the  Reichstag;  and  the  delays  and  disap- 
pointments that  followed  Locarno  and  Thoiry  kept  his 
opponents  abundantly  supplied  with  ammunition  to  use 
against  him.  It  is  a  tribute  to  his  courage  and  his  un- 
flagging energy  that  he  held  to  his  course  until  the  Hague 
Conference  of  1929  crowned  his  work  by  setting  a  definite 
date  for  the  evacuation  of  the  Rhineland.  A  French  his- 
torian wrote  that,  at  The  Hague,  Stresemann  had  put  the 
final  touches  to  the  greatest  diplomatic  masterpiece  since 
Bismarck  had  brought  Prussia  from  Olmiitz  to  Sedan.53 
This  is  perhaps  an  exaggeration — Stresemann  himself, 
who  in  his  last  months  saw  only  the  incompleteness  of  his 
work,  would  probably  have  thought  so54 — but  one  has 
only  to  remember  Germany's  condition  when  he  was  ca- 
pitulating to  France  in  1923  to  be  impressed  by  how  much 
he  had  been  able  to  build  on  that  original  act  of  necessity. 

Ill 

In  July  1930,  writing  immediately  after  the  final  with- 
drawal of  French  troops  from  the  Rhineland,  and  address- 
ing himself  particularly  to  the  possibility  of  Franco-Ger- 

53  Bainville,  quoted  in  Godfrey  Scheele,  The  Weimar  Republic  (Lon- 
don, 1946) ,  p.  247. 

54  See  his  interview  with  Bruce  Lockhart,  reported  in  Retreat  from 
Glory,  pp.  338  ff. 
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man  collaboration  in  the  future,  the  British  ambassador 
in  Paris  wrote:55 

If  the  Germans  create  the  impression  here  that  they  do 
not  appreciate  the  spirit  of  [the  French  withdrawal]  and 
merely  use  it  as  a  peg  on  which  to  hang  fresh  demands, 
they  will  play  into  the  hands  of  M.  Briand's  critics  .  .  . 
The  advice,  therefore,  to  Germany  is  that  in  her  own 
interest  she  had  better  go  slow  now  and  rest  content 
for  the  present  with  what  Stresemann's  enlightened 
policy  has  already  achieved  for  her. 

These  were  wise  words.  If  the  iron  law  of  necessity  had 
compelled  Rathenau  in  1920  and  Stresemann  in  1923  to 
bow  to  French  demands,  it  was  still  a  necessity — or  at  the 
very  least  a  counsel  of  prudence — for  Germany  to  consult 
French  wishes  and  avoid  offending  French  susceptibilities 
in  1930,  especially  in  view  of  the  deepening  economic 
misery  of  Germany  and  the  possibility  that  out  of  French 
friendship  might  come  some  measure  of  relief.  But  this 
advice  was  lost  on  the  man  who  now  directed  German 
affairs,  Heinrich  Bruening. 

Like  Kiderlen-Wachter,  Bruening  has  been  accorded  a 
degree  of  respect  by  writers  on  German  affairs  that  is  out 
of  all  proportion  to  his  accomplishments.  That  he  was  an 
honorable  man  with  a  deep  love  of  his  country,  that  he 
was  a  courageous  man  who  never  faltered  in  his  deter- 
mination to  solve  her  difficulties,  and  that  the  problems 
with  which  he  had  to  deal  were  perplexing,  must  be  ad- 
mitted. But  this  should  not  obscure  the  fact  that  he  was 
a  headstrong  and  willful  statesman  who  believed  that  ac- 

55  Documents  on  British  Foreign  Policy,  1919-1939,  edited  by  E.  L. 
Woodward  and  R.  D.  Butler  (London,  1946  ff.)  [hereafter  cited  as  British 
Documents'],  2nd  series,  i,  479. 
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tion  was  always  better  than  inaction,  even  if  it  was  taken 
without  reflection,56  and  whose  tactics  in  foreign  affairs 
did  not  bring  advantage  to  his  country. 

Bruening's  willfulness  was  demonstrated  also  in  the 
domestic  sphere,  where,  in  the  opinion  of  qualified  ob- 
servers, he  created,  or  at  the  very  least  aggravated,  his  own 
difficulties.  Called  to  the  head  of  the  government  in 
March  1930,  he  was  determined  to  brook  no  interference 
or  delay  on  the  part  of  the  Reichstag  as  he  put  his  pro- 
gram into  effect;  and  he  favored  government  by  decree 
before  that  expedient  had  proved  to  be  necessary.  His 
mind  was  closed  to  the  possibilities  of  compromise  within 
the  existing  parliamentary  system  and  impervious  to  warn- 
ings of  the  probably  unhappy  consequences  of  dissolving 
parliament  in  the  midst  of  a  severe  economic  depression.57 
He  brushed  the  doubters  aside  and  forced  the  dissolution 
of  July  and  the  elections  of  September  1930;  and  this 
brought  107  Nazis  into  the  Reichstag  and  confronted  him 

56  in  his  book  The  War  and  German  Society  (New  Haven,  1937) ,  A. 
Mendelssohn-Bartholdy  writes  of  the  rise  during  the  First  World  War  of 
"a  new  philosophy  of  public  morals  called  decisionism.  It  denounced 
caution  as  unmanly.  It  upheld  the  virtue  of  courage  in  taking  the 
responsibility  for  the  rights  and  wrongs  of  an  ill-considered  decision  on 
the  ground  that  actually  taking  it,  either  this  way  or  that,  even  if  it 
proved  wrong  or  unnecessarily  expensive,  is  always  better  than  shrinking 
from  responsibilities  and  losing  Fortune's  fleeting  moment.  .  .  .  The 
emergency  decrees  of  1931  were  officially  justified  by  the  President  and 
his  Cabinet  almost  in  the  same  words  as  those  used  by  the  Imperial 
Government  in  1914  and  1918.  In  his  radio  address  to  the  German  people 
on  August  4,  1931,  Chancellor  Bruening  confessed  that  some  of  the 
measures  taken  by  the  Government  during  the  three  preceding  weeks 
.  .  .  might  have  proved  ineffective  .  .  .  but,  the  point  was,  the  Govern- 
ment had  had  to  act  at  any  cost."    (P.  41.) 

57  K.  D.  Bracher,  Die  Anflosung  der  Weimarer  Republik:  Eine  Studie 
zum  Problem  des  Machtverfalls  in  der  Demokratie  (2.  Aufl.,  Stuttgart, 
1957)  ,  p.  338  and  note. 
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with  an  almost  impossible  situation.  To  master  it,  he  de- 
cided to  rely— as  Bismarck  had  done  when  he  was  break- 
ing the  opposition  of  the  Prussian  parliament  in  the 
1860's— upon  victories  abroad.  But  the  tactics  he  chose 
were  hardly  designed  to  repeat  the  great  Chancellor's 
success. 

Even  before  the  elections,  Bruening  had  begun  to  use 
the  French  concession  in  the  Rhineland  as  a  peg  on  which 
to  hang  fresh  demands.  The  French  troops  were  hardly 
past  the  border  before  the  German  government  was  rais- 
ing its  voice  to  demand  the  evacuation  of  the  Saar  as  well. 
The  manifesto  that  hailed  the  evacuation  said  bluntly, 
"Our  brothers  in  the  Saar  still  await  the  day  of  their  re- 
turn to  the  mother  country";58  and  this  was  constantly  re- 
iterated in  the  months  that  followed.  At  the  same  time, 
there  were  indications  that  the  Bruening  government 
wanted  to  proceed  at  once  with  a  revision  of  the  eastern 
frontiers  as  well.  As  early  as  3  July  1930,  Bruening's 
Foreign  Minister,  Julius  Curtius,  was  telling  the  British 
ambassador  that  "Germany  could  not  rest  content  with 
her  present  frontier  in  the  east";59  and  on  10  August 
Treviranus,  a  cabinet  minister,  made  a  provocative  refer- 
ence to  the  eastern  frontiers  in  a  public  speech.  He  was 
reported  to  have  said: 

Now  the  east  demands  the  unification  of  all  German 
people.  In  the  depths  of  our  souls  we  are  thinking  of 
the  truncated  Vistula  lands,  of  the  unhealed  wounds  in 
the  eastern  flank,  that  withered  lung  of  the  Reich.  We 
think   of   the   iniquitous   insistence   of  Wilson   on    the 

r>8  Brilisli  Documents,  2nd  series,  I,  488. 
u> /hit!.,  p.  490. 
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unnatural  cutting-off  of  East  Prussia  and  of  the  half- 
breed  condition  to  which  Danzig  was  condemned.  The 
future  of  our  Polish  neighbors,  who  owe  their  power 
as  a  State  not  the  least  to  sacrifices  of  German  blood, 
can  only  be  assured  if  Germany  and  Poland  are  not 
kept  in  a  condition  of  unrest  through  an  unjust  de- 
marcation of  frontiers.60 

This  was  more  than  a  demand  for  peaceful  revision.  Its 
tone  bordered  on  the  menacing;  and  the  Poles  and  their 
French  ally  were,  not  unnaturally,  incensed.  Treviranus 
chose  to  be  surprised  by  the  uproar  over  his  speech,  re- 
acting, the  British  ambassador  wrote,  very  much  as  Wil- 
liam II  used  to  react  to  protests  against  his  not  infrequent 
outbursts;61  but  his  air  of  outraged  innocence  was  not 
very  convincing.  Even  the  British — who  tended  to  be  more 
tolerant  of  Bruening's  lapses  than  others — were  disturbed; 
and  Sir  Robert  Vansittart  wrote  a  cabinet  memorandum 
warning  against  Germany's  tactics  and  intimating  that  the 
Bruening  foreign  policy  offensive  seemed  to  forecast  the 
raising  of  other  touchy  issues,  including  the  old  question 
of  Anschluss.62 

This  was  a  sound  guess.  If  Bruening  and  his  colleagues 
were  young  men  in  a  hurry  before  the  September  elec- 
tions, they  were  even  more  so  after.  It  seemed  absolutely 
necessary  now  to  win  a  triumph  abroad  great  enough  to 
restore  the  government's  prestige  after  its  electoral  de- 
feat;63 and  their  search  for  an  issue  on  which  to  win  one 

60  ibid.,  pp.  491  f. 

61  Ibid.,  p.  496. 

62  Ibid.,  p.  501,  note. 

63  See,  for  instance,  Julius  Curtius,  Sechs  Jahre  Minister  der  deutschen 
Republik    (Heidelberg,  1948),  p.  361. 
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alarmed  foreign  opinion.  A  month  after  the  elections,  an 
official  in  the  British  Foreign  Office  wrote  to  the  Berlin 
embassy:  "We  have  recently  been  struck  by  the  sudden 
.  .  .  unexpected  emergence  of  a  demand  in  Germany  for 
the  abolition  of  the  demilitarisation  restrictions  in  the 
Rhineland,"  and  he  pointed  out  that  a  member  of  the 
Bruening  government  had  said  publicly  that  "the  Rhine- 
land  was  not  really  free  owing  to  its  being  subject  to  cer- 
tain servitudes."64  This  appeared  to  indicate  a  desire  to 
strike  at  a  basic  part  of  the  Versailles  Treaty  structure  and 
to  destroy  the  very  foundations  of  the  Locarno  settlement. 
This  issue  was  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  pursued  further 
by  the  Bruening  government.  Instead,  as  the  depression 
deepened,  they  belabored  the  Western  powers  with  com- 
plaints and  demands,  urging  a  further  scaling  down  of 
reparations  in  the  form  of  a  revision  of  the  Young  Plan, 
at  the  very  moment  when  they  were  announcing,  rather 
ostentatiously,  their  intention  of  proceeding  with  the  con- 
struction of  a  new  "pocket  battleship."65  Both  the  French 
and  the  British  found  a  certain  inconsistency  in  the  po- 
sition of  a  government  that  pleaded  poverty  one  moment 
and  increased  its  military  expenditures  the  next;66  but 
Bruening  answered  these  criticisms  with  an  argument  that 
rapidly  became  his  standard  reply  to  all  complaints: 
namely,  that  to  sacrifice  the  ship  (or,  indeed,  to  show  any 

64  British  Documents,  2nd  series,  i,  517. 

65  This  was  the  second  of  two  ships  the  Germans  were  authorized  to 
build.  The  construction  of  the  first  had  led  to  a  Ion";  parliamentary 
battle  in  the  autumn  of  1928.  See  Cuno  Horkenbach,  Das  deutsche  Reich 
von  1018  bis  heute    (Berlin,  1930)  ,  pp.  255-258,  260,  262,  273,  278. 

«<iSee  British  Documents,  2nd  series,  n,  104,  115,  116,  124,  148  f.,  207  f.; 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  1931,  i,  97  f.,  108,  130  f. 
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evidence    whatsoever    of    a    conciliatory    temperament) 
would  be  to  give  new  ammunition  to  the  extremist  par- 
ties and  to  increase  the  possibility  of  revolution  from  the 
right.67 

So  many  writers  have  praised  Bruening's  gallant  attempt 
to  stave  off  National  Socialism  that  it  is  easy  to  lose  sight 
of  the  fact  that  his  foreign  policy,  even  if  judged  by  the 
purposes  that  guided  it,  was  remarkably  maladroit.  His 
condoning  of  menacing  speeches  about  the  Corridor  and 
the  Rhineland,  his  demand  for  a  reopening  of  the  Saar 
question,  his  stubborn  insistence  on  the  right  to  build  his 
new  Panzerkreuzer,  alarmed  Germany's  neighbors  without 
improving  his  domestic  situation.  The  net  result  of  all 
these  frantic  maneuvers  was  to  make  the  French  reluctant 
to  grant  concessions  of  any  kind  to  Germany.  Thus,  at  a 
time  when  some  easing  of  reparations  might  have  strength- 
ened the  Bruening  government,  such  relief  was  postponed 
for  months  because  of  French  stubbornness.  The  potential 
curative  effects  of  the  Hoover  moratorium  were  certainly 
lessened  by  the  delay  in  putting  it  into  operation;68  and 
the  cause  of  the  delay  can  be  traced  back  to  Bruening's 
tactics. 

67  In  his  speech  before  the  Rhine-Ruhr  Club  in  Dusseldorf  in  June 
1954,  Bruening  is  reported  to  have  said:  "If  a  government  finds  itself  in 
difficult  negotiations  with  foreign  Powers,  it  is  thankful  if  it  is  criticized 
sharply  by  the  Opposition.  In  certain  cases  a  clever  government  requests 
penetrating  criticism  from  the  Opposition,  in  order  to  strengthen  its  own 
negotiating  position  vis-a-vis  the  foreign  Powers."  Quoted  in  Bracher, 
Auflosung,  p.  398,  note  141.  One  is  almost  forced  to  conclude  from  this 
that  Bruening's  memory  of  his  own  difficulties  in  1931-32  is  imperfect— 
unless,  of  course,  his  protestations  to  the  Western  powers  in  those  years 
were  insincere. 

68  On  the  negotiations  over  this,  see  the  pertinent  papers  in  the  volumes 
cited  in  note  66  of  this  chapter. 


MM 


90  FROM  BISMARCK  TO  ADENAUER 

Basically  his  error  was  that  he  persistently  underesti- 
mated the  key  position  held  by  France  in  European  af- 
fairs. It  may  be  that  he  allowed  himself  to  be  misled  by 
the  sympathy  he  found  in  London  and  came  to  believe 
that  he  could  effect  a  working  Anglo-German  combination 
to  exact  concessions  from  France.  If  so,  he  overlooked  the 
fact  that  he  possessed  neither  the  political  nor  the  eco- 
nomic resources  necessary  to  make  this  kind  of  old- 
fashioned  power  policy  work  or  to  impress  the  British 
sufficiently  to  make  them  want  to  play  his  game.  Any  illu- 
sions he  had  in  this  respect  should  have  been  dispelled  by 
the  way  in  which  the  British  came  down  on  the  French 
side  during  the  controversy  over  the  Austro-German  cus- 
toms union  proposal  of  1931. 

The  attempt  to  establish  the  Zollunion  was  the  most 
serious  diplomatic  blunder  committed  by  the  Bruening 
government,  and  its  effects  were  so  widespread  and  so 
uniformly  unhappy  that  Herbert  Hoover,  in  his  memoirs, 
has  compared  the  Austro-German  action  with  the  murder 
at  Sarajevo  in  1914.69  It  is  doubtful  whether  the  projected 
customs  union  could  ever,  by  the  most  ingenious  legal 
casuistry,  have  been  squared  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Peace  Treaty  and  the  Geneva  Protocol  of  1922,  although 
it  is  theoretically  possible  that  the  legal  obstacles  could 
have  been  removed  by  negotiation.  But  the  striking  fea- 
ture of  the  joint  announcement  of  the  scheme  was  that  it 
had  not  been  preceded  by  the  kind  of  diplomatic  sound- 
ings that  Stresemann  had  always  employed;  nor  had  any 
attempt  been  made  to  consult  the  French  or  the  League  of 

89  The  Memoirs  of  Herbert  Hoover,  III.    The   Great  Depression,  1929- 
1941    (New  York,   1952)  ,  p.  f>2. 
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Nations.70  It  was  an  exercise  in  diplomatic  improvisation, 
a  forcing  play  in  the  manner  of  Kiderlen-Wachter;  and  its 
failure  was  so  shattering  that  it  is  now  virtually  impossible 
to  discover  who  originally  inspired  it.71  Perhaps  that  does 
not  matter.  Whoever  the  author  of  the  project,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  Bruening  approved  it;  and  for  the  subse- 
quent protests  and  pressure  of  the  powers,  for  the  rejec- 
tion of  the  project  at  The  Hague,  for  the  loss  of  domestic 
prestige  caused  by  the  necessary  retreat,  for  the  cata- 
strophic economic  repercussions,  and  for  the  deepening  of 
French  suspicion  that  found  its  expression  in  the  fruitless 
disarmament  talks  of  the  next  year,  he  must  bear  the  re- 
sponsibility. 

70  Bracher,  Auflosung,  p.  400.  This  was  deliberate.  The  reasons  that 
persuaded  the  partners  to  keep  the  plan  secret  are  discussed  exhaustively 
by  Oswald  Hauser,  "Der  Plan  einer  Deutsch-Oesterreichischen  Zollunion 
von  1931  und  die  europaische  Foderation,"  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxix 

(1955)  ,  especially  57-65.  Hauser  concludes  that  Bruening  and  his  Foreign 
Minister  Curtius  showed  "a  lack  of  realism  and  psychological  insight." 
Ibid.,  p.  91.  It  is  indicative  o£  the  amateurishness  of  the  project  that, 
while  expecting  a  strong  French  reaction,  its  authors  felt  that  European 
public  opinion  would  sense  some  affinity  between  their  project  and 
Briand's  proposal  of  5  September  1929  for  a  European  federation  and 
would  overcome  the  French  resistance.  It  is  also  worth  noting  that,  after 
they  had  decided  that  the  announcement  of  the  establishment  of  the 
customs  union  must  be  prepared  carefully  and  made  at  the  May  meeting 
of  the  European  Study  Commission,  co-ordination  between  the  two 
Foreign  Offices  broke  down;  the  plan  was  announced  in  the  clumsiest  and 
most  abrupt  manner  possible;  and  the  tactics  employed  by  the  partners 
when  the  storm  broke  were  divergent.    Ibid.,  pp.  65  ff.,  73  ff. 

71  Dr.  Curtius  and  Dr.  Schober,  the  Austrian  Vice  Chancellor,  played 
leading  roles.  State  Secretary  von  Biilow  and  Dr.  Ritter,  the  economic 
expert  of  the  German  Foreign  Ministry,  were  probably  deeply  involved; 
and  it  has  been  suggested  that  Biilow  inspired  the  project.  But  there  is 
no  agreement.  See  ibid.,  pp.  51,  61;  Curtius,  Seeks  Jahre,  pp.  188  ff.; 
Bonn,  Wandering  Scholar,  pp.  315  ft.;  Eyck,  Geschichte,  n,  379  ff.;  and 
British  Documents,  2nd  series,  II,  nos.  15,  28. 
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IV 

Making  a  virtue  of  necessity  is  a  diplomatic  art  that  re- 
quires not  only  courage,  but  also  imagination,  prudence, 
and  great  steadiness.  Walther  Rathenau  and  Gustav  Strese- 
mann — the  latter  to  a  higher  degree  than  his  predecessor — 
possessed  these  qualities  and,  because  they  did,  were  able 
to  turn  even  the  weaknesses  of  their  country  into  a  diplo- 
matic asset.  Heinrich  Bruening  had  courage  without  the 
qualities  needed  to  temper  it;  and,  defying  the  necessities 
of  his  situation,  he  allowed  his  reckless  energy  to  ruin  the 
cause  he  served. 


Chapter  Four         THE    AMBASSADOR 

AND    HIS    PROBLEMS 
FROM     BISMARCK 
TO      HITLER 


IN  JUNE  1859  the  Prussian  minister  to  St.  Peters- 
burg, Otto  von  Bismarck,  wrote  to  a  friend  that  he  under- 
stood that  he  was  being  accused  in  Berlin  of  playing  poli- 
tics on  his  own  in  Russia.  He  denied  the  charge,  but  went 
on  to  say,  "If  nevertheless  I  wanted  to  carry  on  inde- 
pendent political  activity  here,  it  would  not  be  surprising 
if  I  should  become  involved  in  courses  which  [might  seem 
in  Berlin  to  be]  mistaken,  for  I  lack  even  the  suggestion 
of  an  instruction  .  .  .  and  I  could  be  subjected  to  every 
kind  of  torture  without  being  able  to  betray  what  our  real 
intentions  are."1 

How  many  envoys  serving  abroad  have  echoed  that 
complaint  in  the  hundred  years  since  it  was  written! 
The  claim  that  their  Foreign  Office  is  mistreating  them 
either  by  keeping  them  inadequately  informed,  or  by  pay- 

1  Gesammelte  Werke,  xiv/1,  527. 
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ing  no  attention  to  their  reports  or  their  advice  about 
policy,  or  by  restricting  their  privileges  and  powers,  or  by 
countenancing  practices  that  make  it  difficult  for  them  to 
perform  their  duties,  recurs  with  monotonous  regularity  in 
the  private  and  the  official  correspondence  of  diplomats  of 
the  modern  period.  But  the  fact  that  it  is  so  common 
should  not  lead  us  to  dismiss  it  as  a  professional  idee 
fixe;  nor  should  our  talent  for  finding  explanations 
for  everything  in  political,  social,  and  technological  change 
persuade  us  that  we  are  confronted  here  with  a  decline  of 
diplomacy  made  inevitable  by  the  rise  of  democracy  and 
the  revolution  in  communications  and  that,  since  it  is 
inevitable,  it  need  no  longer  engage  our  attention.  What- 
ever truth  there  may  be  in  these  judgments,  it  is  undeni- 
able that,  as  long  as  the  great  powers  continue  to  use  the 
ambassadorial  system,  the  efficiency  of  their  policy  will 
depend  to  some  extent  upon  how  well  they  use  it;  and, 
this  being  so,  their  methods,  and  the  complaints  of  their 
agents,  will  continue  to  merit  scholarly  investigation. 

In  a  consideration  of  the  course  of  German  foreign 
policy  from  Bismarck  to  Hitler,  therefore,  something  may 
be  gained  from  a  study  of  the  role  and  the  problems  of 
the  ambassadors  and  other  diplomats  serving  in  the  field. 


The  determination  with  which  Bismarck  set  out  to  cor- 
rect the  disorder  and  lack  of  system  that  prevailed  in  the 
Prussian  foreign  service  in  1862  has  been  mentioned 
above.2  Here  we  can  only  note  that  it  was  successful  in  its 

2  Sec  ;ibove,  Chapter  One,  pp.  4-5. 
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results:  that  within  a  decade  Bismarck  had  removed  the 
worst  of  the  abuses,  improved  the  quality  of  the  nation's 
representation  abroad,  and  made  the  diplomatic  service 
as  effective  an  instrument  of  state  policy  as  any  in  Europe. 
Certainly  any  of  the  major  powers  would  have  been  glad 
to  be  served  by  the  great  Bismarckian  envoys  of  the  1870's 
and  1880's:  Hohenlohe,  a  delicate  and  ingratiating  talent 
who  succeeded  in  making  the  best  of  a  very  difficult  posi- 
tion in  republican  France;   Prince  Henry  VII  of  Reuss, 
member  of  an  ancient  Thuringian  family,  who  received 
his  diplomatic  training  in  the  lesser  German  courts  and  rose 
to  full  stature  in  St.  Petersburg  and  Vienna;3  Schweinitz, 
"the  mighty  Magus  of  the  north,"4  who  succeeded  Reuss 
in  St.  Petersburg  and,  in  his  blunt,  soldierly  way,  quickly 
won  the  confidence  of  the  Russian  court;   Radowitz,  an 
energetic    representative    and    a    skilled    negotiator   who 
proved  his  abilities  at  the  Congress  of  Berlin  and  who 
ended  his  career,  years  later,  at  the  Algeciras  conference; 
Miinster,    a    Hanoverian    nobleman,    placid,    easy-going, 
and  with  a  strong  sense  of  humor,  a  brilliant  causeur  who 
served  long  years  in  London  and  Paris;5  and  Hatzfeldt, 
a   man   of   somewhat   irregular   private   life   and   with   a 
strong  dislike  for  routine  and  administration,  but  one  who 
in  his  London  years  showed  great  skill  in  handling  polit- 

3  See,  for  instance,  Brauer,  Im  Dienste  Bismarcks,  p.  46. 

iHolstein  Papers,  II,  53  ff. 

5  Miinster  was  so  easy-going  that  Herbert  von  Bismarck  accused  him  of 
never  reading  any  instructions  that  came  into  the  embassy  while  he  was 
on  leave.  Wolfgang  Windelband,  Bismarck  und  die  europaischen  Gross-' 
mdchte,  1879-1885  (Essen,  1940)  ,  p.  689,  note  78.  See  also  Holstein  Papers, 
ii,  145;  but  compare  Holborn  in  Archiv  fiir  Politik  und  Geschichte,  v, 
493  f.,  Trutzschler  von  Falkenstein,  "Kontroversen  iiber  die  Politik  Bis- 
marcks im  Jahre  1887,"  ibid.,  vi,  276,  and  Lancken,  Dienstjahre,  pp.  31   f. 
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ical  questions  and  an  almost  intuitive  ability  to  establish 
rapport  with  those  with  whom  he  had  to  deal.6  And,  in 
addition  to  these  "great  prophets,"7  there  were  scores  of 
less  distinguished  but  nonetheless  competent  and  devoted 
diplomats  in  other  embassies  and  legations. 

Bismarck  chose  his  envoys  with  care  and  with  an  eye  to 
their  intelligence,  their  technical  skills,8  and  their  judg- 
ment; he  lavished  attention  upon  the  most  minute  aspects 
of  their  conduct  of  business  in  order  to  train  them  for 
their  tasks;9  he  protected  their  rights  and  privileges 
against  attacks  from  outsiders  and  always  sought  to  im- 
prove the  material  conditions  in  which  they  had  to 
work;10  and  he  always  regarded  them  as  the  principal  in- 
struments by  which  his  foreign  policy  was  executed.  Yet 
despite  all  this,  and  the  fact  that,  from  his  own  long  ex- 
perience in  the  field,  he  understood  the  problems  and  the 
feelings  of  envoys  better  than  many  foreign  ministers  have 
been  able  to  do,  Bismarck  did  not  always  make  the  most 
of  the  talent  at  his  disposal,  and  his  attitude  towards  his 
foreign  service  was  responsible  for  some  of  the  weaknesses 
of  his  system. 

This  was  partly  due  to  the  excessive  emphasis  that  he 
came  to  place  upon  the  quality  of  discipline.  Bismarck 
insisted  that  his  ambassadors  be  men  who  would  carry  out 

6  Radowitz,  Aufzeichnungen,  I,  255;  Busch,  Tagebuchblatter,  m,  191; 
Goldschmidt  in  Preussische  Jahrbiicher,  ccxxxvi,  31. 

1  The  phrase  is  Werthern's.    See  Holborn  in  Archiv,  v,  469. 

8  Holstein  said  of  Schweinitz  that  "his  career  was  materially  helped  by 
his  outstanding  stylistic  gifts,  because  Prince  Bismarck,  more  than  he 
himself  realizes,  judges  people  by  their  style."   Holstein  Papers,  II,  53. 

'•'See  Craig  in  Foreign  Service  Journal,  xxxm    (June,  1956)  ,  28,  38. 

io  See,  for  instance,  Gesammelte  Werke,  xi,  512  ff.,  for  a  typical  speech 
in  the  Reichstag  on  the  hardships  and  expense  of  foreign  service. 
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their  instructions  loyally,  accurately,  and  without  undue 
argument.  He  came  to  place  such  importance  on  this  that 
he  actually  said  in  a  Reichstag  debate  in  1872  that  "an 
envoy  is  only  a  vessel  that  attains  its  true  value  when  it  is 
filled  with  the  instructions  of  the  sovereign";11  and,  when 
he  encountered  willful  and  protracted  disobedience,  he 
could  be  absolutely  ruthless  in  dealing  with  it. 

In  Bismarck's  behalf,  two  points  must  be  made  here. 
His  emphasis  on  discipline  was,  for  one  thing,  a  reflection 
of  the  absence  of  that  quality  in  the  service  he  inherited. 
In  the  pre-Bismarck  period,  channels  of  communication 
between  the  field  and  Berlin  were  not  clearly  laid  down, 
and  legations  and  embassies  did  not  always  recognize  that 
they  were  in  any  sense  subordinate  to  the  Foreign  Office; 
and  these  conditions  persisted  for  some  years  after  Bis- 
marck came  to  power.  In  the  1860's,  for  instance,  he  had 
trouble  with  Count  Usedom,  his  minister  at  the  court  of 
Florence,  a  man  who  had  an  excessive  regard  for  his  own 
qualities  and  a  disinclination  to  accept  advice  from  Ber- 
lin,12 and  also  with  Count  Robert  von  der  Goltz,  the  am- 
bassador in  Paris,  who  believed  that  Bismarck's  policy 
was  misguided  and  who  put  difficulties  in  the  way  of  its 
execution;13  and,  in  the  first  half  of  the  70's,  he  had  to 

11  Gesammelte  Werke,  XI,  271. 

12  On  the  Usedom  case,  see  Max  Duncker,  Politische  Briefwechsel  aus 
seinem  Nachlass,  edited  by  J.  Schultze  (Stuttgart,  1923),  pp.  444  ff.; 
Albrecht  von  Stosch,  Denkwiirdigkeiten,  edited  by  Ulrich  von  Stosch 
(Stuttgart,  1904)  .  p.    152;    "Freytags  Briefe  an  Stosch,"  Deutsche   Revue, 

xxxvn   (3)    (1912)  ,  146  f.;  Eyck,  Bismarck,  u,  209  f. 

13  Holstein  wrote  of  Goltz  that  he  was  always  saying,  "The  man  [Bis- 
marck] is  wrecking  my  German  program."  Holstein  Papers,  I,  23.  This  is 
rather  less  than  fair  to  Goltz,  as  a  reading  of  Herbert  Rothfritz,  Die 
Politik  des  preussischen  Botschafters  Grafen  Robert  von  der  Goltz  (Berlin, 
1934)    will  show. 
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deal  with  the  thorny  case  of  Harry  Arnim,  who  sought, 
with  greater  persistence  and  less  honorable  motives  than 
Goltz,  to  promote  a  policy  diametrically  opposed  to  that 
laid  down  in  the  Foreign  Office.  Bismarck  was  cer- 
tainly not  unjustified  in  combating  this  sort  of  thing  and 
in  insisting,  as  he  did  in  a  famous  letter  to  Goltz,  that 
the  country  could  have  only  one  foreign  policy  at  a  time 
and  that  "it  must  be  the  one  on  which  the  Ministry  and 
the  King  are  agreed."  "If  you  want  to  overthrow  it,"  he 
continued,  "and  thereby  to  overthrow  the  Ministry,  then 
you  will  have  to  undertake  that  here  [in  Berlin]  in  the 
parliament  and  the  press,  and  at  the  head  of  an  opposi- 
tion party."14 

In  the  second  place,  it  must  always  be  remembered  that 
Bismarck  was  hampered  by  certain  awkward  constitu- 
tional circumstances.  He  could  not  simply  command  his 
ambassadors  to  obey  him.  The  theory  that  ambassadors 
were  the  agents  of  the  prince  retained  its  force  in  Ger- 
many; Bismarck's  envoys  had  the  privilege  of  reporting 
directly  to  the  King-Emperor;  and  Prussian  tradition  held 
that  their  primary  allegiance  was  to  the  sovereign  rather 
than  to  the  Foreign  Minister  or  the  Chancellor.  If,  there- 
fore, an  ambassador  persisted  in  refusing  to  heed  instruc- 
tions, Bismarck  was  forced,  in  defense  of  his  own  position, 
to  take  the  most  extreme  measures  against  him. 

This  is  what  happened  in  the  case  of  Harry  Arnim, 
when  that  ambitious  envoy,  intent  on  promoting  the  mon- 

14  Gemmmelte  Werke,  xiv/2,  660.  From  this  point  until  the  end  of 
section  I  of  this  chapter,  I  have  followed  very  closely  the  argument  made 
in  pp.  42  and  44  of  my  article  in  Foreign  Service  Journal,  xxxm  (June, 
1956)  and,  in  part,  have  reproduced  the  text,  while  supplying  the  authori- 
ties not  presented  there. 
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archical  cause  in  France,  not  only  ignored  Bismarck's  argu- 
ments concerning  the  folly  of  this  course  and  his  pleas  for 
a  united  foreign  policy,  but  actually  carried  his  fight  di- 
rectly to  the  Emperor  and  sought  to  use  his  court  influ- 
ence to  undermine  the  Chancellor's  position.  Lacking  the 
power  to  dismiss  Arnim  without  the  Emperor's  assent,  and 
unable  to  secure  this,  Bismarck  had  to  use  methods  that 
have  rightly  been  described  as  unscrupulous — secret  in- 
timations to  the  French  government  that  Arnim  could 
not  be  trusted,  persistent  faultfinding  and  complaints  to 
the  Emperor  about  the  Paris  envoy,  the  sedulous  dissemi- 
nation of  malicious  rumors  about  his  private  affairs,  and 
other  practices  designed,  not  merely  to  weaken  the  Em- 
peror's regard  for  the  ambassador,  but  to  goad  Arnim  into 
an  indiscretion  so  outrageous  that  he  could  be  driven  out 
of  the  service  and  out  of  politics  as  well.  In  the  end,  these 
tactics  succeeded.15 

They  succeeded  not  only  in  getting  rid  of  Arnim  but  in 
putting  an  end  to  such  incidents  of  insubordination.  After 
1875  there  were  no  more  Arnim  cases.  The  authority  of 
the  Foreign  Office  over  the  envoys  was  unchallenged;  at- 
tempts to  circumvent  the  Chancellor  became  unthinkable; 
and  the  efficiency  with  which  German  policy  was  executed 
increased. 

Yet  the  results  were  not  all  good.  Ambassadors  are  not, 
after  all,  supposed  merely  to  be  yes-men,  but  to  display 
initiative  of  their  own;  and  a  nation  has  a  right  to  expect 
that  its  envoys  will,  if  necessary,  take  upon  themselves  the 

15  On  the  Arnim  case,  see  Hartung  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxi,  47 
ff.;  Wertheimer  in  Preussische  Jahrbucher,  ccxxii,  117  ff.;  Rich  in  Journal 
of  Modern  History,  xxvni,  35  ff. 
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responsibility  for  objecting  to  policies  that  strike  them  as 
being  unsound.  One  of  the  results  of  the  ruthless  tactics 
used  to  destroy  Arnim  was  to  discourage  this  kind  of  in- 
itiative and  responsibility;  and  there  must  have  been 
many  German  representatives  after  1875  who  were  terri- 
fied at  the  thought  of  Bismarck's  displeasure.  If  even 
Radowitz  could  write  in  his  memoirs:  "To  oppose  the 
Bismarck  of  the  70's  and  80's  in  any  matter  would  have 
been  unthinkable  to  me!"16  what  must  not  have  been  the 
mood  of  lesser  men?  Certainly  representatives  hoping  for 
promotion  must  have  been  tempted  to  refrain  from  doing 
or  writing  anything  that  might  arouse  the  choler  of  their 
chief  in  Berlin. 

How  many  envoys  yielded  to  that  temptation,  it  is  im- 
possible to  say.  It  is  possibly  true  that  the  "great  proph- 
ets"—as  one  of  them  told  Lord  Salisbury17— always  re- 
tained their  independence  of  judgment.18  But,  even  in 
their  case,  there  is  evidence  of  some  shriveling  of  initia- 
tive. Bismarck's  shadow  hung  over  them  constantly;  their 
subordination  to  him  drained  them  of  independent  will; 
and  they  were  never  quite  the  same  after  1890,  when  they 
no  longer  felt  him  standing  behind  them.  Kurd  von 
Schlozer  admitted  this  when  he  wrote  after  the  Chancel- 
lor's dismissal:  "We  German  diplomats,  who  were  merely 

16  Radowitz,  Aufzeichnungen,  I,  266.  See  also  Arthur  von  Brauer,  "Die 
deutsche  Diplomatic  unter  Bismarck,"  Deutsche  Revue,  xxxi  (2)  (1906)  , 
69-78. 

17  Krausnick  in  Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxvii,  566;  G.P.,  xm,  24. 

18  For  discussion  of  this,  see  H.  Rothfels,  "Die  Erinnerungen  des  Bot- 
schai'ters  Radowitz,"  Archiv  fiir  Politik  und  Geschichle,  iv  (1925)  ,  389  f.; 
and  Holborn,  ibid.,  v,  469  ft'. 


The  Ambassador  from  Bismarck  to  Hitler  101 

modest  executors  of  Bismarck's  will  at  foreign  courts,  grew 
with  him  and  felt  ourselves  strong  in  the  service  we  per- 
formed for  this  greatest  of  statesmen  and  for  our  fatherland. 
It  is  different  now  that  he  is  gone.  We  .  .  .  can  no  longer 
speak  in  the  name  of  an  overwhelming  personality.  .  .  ."19 
An  even  graver  deficiency  in  Bismarck's  administration 
of  his  foreign  service  was  his  habit  of  doing  what  he  had 
himself  complained  about  in  1859,  keeping  his  ambassa- 
dors in   the  dark  concerning  his   intentions.   Schweinitz 
once  wrote  that  "in  critical  situations  Bismarck  loved  to 
leave   the   chiefs   of  mission   who   were   not  directly   in- 
volved without  information.  Thus,  they  could  compromise 
themselves  but  not  him."20  Unfortunately,  this  practice 
was  sometimes  extended  even  to  envoys  in  the  heart  of 
affairs.   Ambassadors  were  likely  to  pursue  a  course   of 
negotiation  with  energy  and  perseverance  only  to  learn  in 
the  end— as  Goltz  did  in  the  sixties21— that  Bismarck  had 
never  really  intended  their  negotiations  to  succeed.  Chiefs 
of  mission  sometimes  received  reprimands  for  failure  to 
carry  out  instructions  that  were,  in  fact,  so  cryptic  as  to  be 
misleading.  Much  of  the  confusion  that  marked  the  Anglo- 
German  talks  with  respect  to  Angra  Pequena  in  1884  was 
the  result  of  Bismarck's  failure  to  take  his  ambassador  in 
London  into  his  confidence;  and  this  was  no  inadvertence 
on  his  part,  for,  when  his  State  Secretary  urged  that  more 

19  Schlozer,  Letzte  romische  Briefe,  pp.  149  f. 

20  Schweinitz,  DenkwiXrdigkeiten,  I,  200. 

21  See  for  instance,  the  documents  on  Goltz's  negotiations  with  Napoleon 
III  in  1867  in  Auswartige  Politik  Preussens:   Diplomatische  Aktenstucke 

(herausgegeben  von  der  Historischen  Reichskommission,  Oldenburg,  1931 
ff.)  ,  viii,  passim. 
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information  be  sent  to  Munster,  Bismarck  curtly  rejected 
this  as  unnecessary.22 

In  such  circumstances,  it  was  easy  for  envoys  to  make 
mistakes.  Even  such  an  experienced  hand  as  Reuss,  the 
ambassador  in  Vienna,  proved  capable  in  1887  of  flying  in 
the  face  of  one  of  the  fundamental  axioms  of  Bismarck's 
diplomacy:  his  insistence  that  the  alliance  with  Austria 
was  a  strictly  defensive  instrument.  Inadequately  informed, 
and  bewildered  by  Bismarck's  tactics,  Reuss  made  the 
mistake  of  intimating  to  the  Austrians  that  they  would 
receive  German  support  even  if  they  precipitated  a  war — 
an  interpretation  which  he  had  subsequently  to  correct.23 

There  is  no  more  striking  proof  of  the  ill  effects  of  Bis- 
marck's refusal  to  introduce  his  ambassadors  into  the  se- 
crets of  his  over-all  policy  than  the  result  of  the  debate 
over  the  renewal  of  the  Reinsurance  Treaty  in  1890.  One 
might  have  supposed  that  at  least  Bismarck's  "great  proph- 
ets" would  defend  the  tie  with  Russia,  which  was  so  in- 
dispensable a  feature  of  his  diplomacy.  They  did  not  do 
so,  or,  for  that  matter,  seem  even  to  appreciate  what  was 
at  stake.  Familiar  only  with  the  problems  of  their  own 
posts,  they  were  incompetent  to  judge  the  greater  issues 
of  policy.24  Thus,   at   the   moment   of  crisis,   Bismarck's 

22  See  William  O.  Aydelotte,  "The  First  German  Colony  and  its  Diplo- 
matic Consequences,"  Cambridge  Historical  Journal,  v  (1937)  ,  302,  312. 
In  face  of  this,  the  criticisms  of  Munster  in  W.  L.  Langer,  European 
Alliances  and  Alignments  (2nd  ed.,  New  York,  1950),  pp.  294  f.,  Sontag, 
Germany  and  England,  pp.  195  f.,  and  Windelband,  Bismarck  und  die 
europaischen  Grossmachte,  pp.  565,  620  seem  to  go  too  far.  Cf.  M.  von 
Hagen,  Bismarck  und  England   (Stuttgart,  1941)  ,  p.  100. 

23  Krausnick,  Holsteins  Geheimpolitik,  p.  155. 

24  Hajo  Holborn,  "Diplomats  and  Diplomacy  in  the  Early  Weimar 
Republic,"  in  The  Diplomats,  p.  127.   An  exception  might  almost  be  made 
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faulty  methods  of  dealing  with  his  foreign  service  helped 
destroy  the  foundations  of  his  diplomatic  system. 

II 

In  the  period  that  followed  Bismarck's  dismissal  and 
extended  to  the  First  World  War,  the  chiefs  of  mission 
abroad  lost  both  prestige  and  influence.  Some  men  of 
energy  and  independence  rose  in  these  years  to  positions 
of  importance  in  the  service;  Monts,  Bernstorff,  Kiihl- 
mann,  and  Wolff-Metternich  were  all  men  of  courage  and 
integrity.  But  even  these  few  did  not  match  their  Bis- 
marckian  predecessors  in  talent;  and  the  great  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  diplomatic  service  seem  to  have 
been  competent  but  unremarkable  servants  of  the  state. 
Tirpitz'  gibe,  to  the  effect  that  they  were  either  "degen- 
erate members  of  the  high  aristocracy  or  sons  of  big  in- 
dustrialists, who  were  incapable  of  continuing  their 
fathers'  work,"25  was  doubtless  unjustified,  but  it  is  per- 
haps not  insignificant  that  it  could  be  made. 

In  many  cases,  diplomats  in  the  field  seem  to  have  ac- 
quiesced in,  and  almost  to  have  invited,  the  reduction  of 
their  influence  on  policy.  The  power  exercised  by  Hol- 
stein  after  1890  was  hardly  calculated  to  encourage  inde- 
pendence of  thought  in  the  embassies,  especially  after  it 
became  clear  that  he  was  systematically  rooting  out  Bis- 
marckian  or  supposedly  Bismarckian  envoys.26  In  addition 

in  the  case  of  Reuss.    See  G.P.,  vn,   36  and   Erich  Brandenburg,  From 
Bismarck  to  the  World  War   (London,  1933)  ,  p.  32. 

25  Freiherr  von  Freytag-Loringhoven,  Menschen  unci  Dinge  wie  ich  sie 
in  meinem  Leben  sah    (Berlin,  1923)  ,  p.  146. 

26  Raschdau,  Unter  Bismarck  und  Caprivi,  pp.  206  ff. 
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to  this,  the  difficulty  of  keeping  up  with  internal  shifts 
within  the  Foreign  Office  induced  caution.  "Today," 
wrote  Monts,  "a  chief  of  mission  never  really  knows  who 
is  cook  and  who  is  butler  in  Berlin."  Because  he  didn't, 
it  was  just  as  well  to  play  it  safe  and,  as  far  as  possible,  to 
describe  conditions  at  his  post,  "not  as  they  actually  are 
but  as  people  in  Berlin  wish  to  see  them."27  Diplomats 
might  complain  about  this  situation;28  but  they  very  rarely 
attempted  to  defy  it.  "I  heard  it  said  recently,"  wrote  the 
court  chamberlain,  Zedlitz,  "that  Herr  von  Flotow,  who 
was  embassy  counsellor  in  Paris  during  the  Morocco  affair, 
was  complaining  that  he  could  never  write  and  tell  how 
the  Moroccan  business  really  stood,  but  only  how  the 
Foreign  Office  in  Berlin  would  really  have  it."29  This  was 
an  all  too  typical  remark. 

But  the  reduction  of  the  influence  that  envoys  in  the 
field  had  on  policy  was  also  caused  by  a  development  that 
began  in  1883,  when  the  General  Staff  became  an  inde- 
pendent agency  and  began  to  demand  reports  from  staff 
officers  attached  to  the  legations  and  embassies  abroad.  It 
was  inevitable  that  the  reports  of  these  military,  and  later 
naval,  attaches  should  begin  to  deal  with  political  as  well 
as  military  matters  and  that  their  political  opinions  should 
often  contradict  those  expressed  in  the  regular  diplomatic 
dispatches;  and  it  was  natural,  given  the  international 
atmosphere  after  1900  and  William  II's  penchant  for  the 
military,  that  the  reports  of  the  attaches  should  receive 

27  Monts,  Erinnerungen,  p.  49. 

28  See  Gustav  Graf  von  LambsdorfF,  Die  Militarbevollmachtigten  Kaiser 
Wilhelms  11.  am  Zarenhofe,  1904-1914  (Berlin,  1937)  ,  p.  28. 

2i>  Graf  Zedlitz-TriUzschler,  Zwolf  Jahre  am  deutschen  Kaiserhof  (Berlin, 
1924),  p.  199. 
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more  attention  in  Berlin  than  the  diplomatic  ones.30 
There  is  no  more  melancholy  reading  than  the  dis- 
patches that  the  ambassador  Wolff-Metternich  wrote  from 
London  between  1901  and  1912,  seeking  to  convince 
authorities  at  home  that  a  naval  accommodation  between 
Britain  and  Germany  was  absolutely  essential  if  war  was 
to  be  avoided.  In  June  1909,  for  instance,  Metternich 
wrote: 

I  am  perfectly  well  aware  that  my  position  in  the  fleet 
question — where  I  have,  in  accordance  with  my  duty, 
repeatedly  indicated  that  our  relations  with  England 
are  poisoned  principally  by  it — is  not  applauded  by  His 
Majesty;  and  that  the  State  Secretary  of  the  Imperial 
Office  of  the  Navy  in  particular  [Tirpitz]  attacks  my 
position  before  His  Majesty.  It  is  naturally  not  pleasant 
for  the  naval  leadership  to  hear  that  our  rate  of  con- 
struction and  our  good  relations  with  England  stand  in 
inverse  proportion.  But  I  would  be  falsifying  history  if 
I  reported  otherwise  than  I  do,  and  I  cannot  sell  my 
convictions,  even  for  the  favor  of  my  sovereign.  It  is 
doubtful  in  any  case  whether  His  Majesty  would  be 
well  served  by  a  placid  and  ingratiating  kind  of  report- 
ing until  the  moment  when  we  suddenly  found  our- 
selves at  war  with  England.31 

Unfortunately,  every  attempt  made  by  Metternich  to  show 
his  royal  master  the  truth  was  counteracted  by  the  reports 
of  his  naval  attaches;  and,  in  the  end,  William  II — acting 
out  of  the  conviction  that  Metternich  was  "too  flabby," 
"absolutely  unteachable  in  naval  questions,"  and  "hope- 

30  On  this,  see  Gordon  A.  Craig,  "Military  Diplomats  in  the  Prussian 
and  German  Service:  The  Attaches,  1816-1914,"  Political  Science  Quarterly, 
i.xiv    (1949) ,  65-94. 

31  G.P.,  xxvm,  167. 
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lessly  incurable" — removed  him  from  his  post.32  The  in- 
cident by  itself  tells  the  whole  story  of  the  ineffective  role 
played  by  the  ambassadors  in  the  Wilhelmine  period. 


Ill 


With  the  establishment  of  the  republic,  at  least  one 
noticeable  change  took  place;  and  this  was  an  exceptional 
flowering  of  new  talent  in  the  German  diplomatic  service. 
The  conservative  and  aristocratic  social  strata  from  which 
the  service  was  traditionally  recruited  now  supplied  such 
outstanding  representatives  as  Leopold  von  Hoesch,  am- 
bassador in  Paris  from  1923  to  1932  and  in  London  from 
that  date  until  1936,  Dr.  Wilhelm  Solf,  who  performed 
eight  years  of  distinguished  service  in  Tokyo,  and — among 
the  younger  men — Rudolf  Nadolny,  first  ambassador  of 
the  republic  to  Turkey,  Ulrich  von  Hassell,  later  to  be 
ambassador  in  Rome,  and  Wipert  von  Bliicher,  who  was  to 
occupy  the  legation  in  Helsinki  under  Hitler.  From  the 
same  class  came  that  great  original  who  deserves  in  every 
way  to  be  ranked  with  Bismarck's  ambassadors,  Ulrich 
Count  Brockdorff-Rantzau,  the  first  republican  ambassa- 
dor to  the  Soviet  Union,  a  thin,  wraithlike  figure  who 
might  have  stepped  from  the  pages  of  one  of  Hoffmann's 
tales,  and  who  impressed  the  Communists  as  much  by  the 
aristocratic  hauteur  of  his  mien  as  by  his  fierce  conviction 
that  Germany  and  the  Soviet   Union  were   fated  to  be 

32  See  Woodward,  Great  Britain  and  the  German  Navy,  pp.  172  ff.; 
Wilhelm  Widenmann,  Marine-Attache"  an  der  kaiserlich-deutschen  Bot- 
schaft  in  London,  1907-1912  (Gottingen,  1952)  ,  pp.  276  ff.;  Richard  von 
Kuhhnann,  Erinnerungen    (Heidelberg,   1948)  ,  pp.  293  ff. 
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partners  against  the  West.33  Simultaneously,  new  men  came 
from  the  ranks  of  politics  to  fill  posts  abroad,  the  most 
distinguished,  perhaps,  being  the  former  mayor  of  Ham- 
burs:,  Friedrich  Sthamer,  who  served  in  London  from  1920 
until  1929;  while  others  came  from  journalism,  like  the 
three  socialists  who  became  successful  envoys:  Adolf 
Muller,  who  served  at  Berne  from  1920  to  1933;  Ulrich 
Rauscher,  who  was  chief  of  mission  in  Warsaw  from  1922 
to  1930;  and  Adolf  Koster,  who  served  first  at  Riga  and 
later  at  Belgrade.34 

This  was  an  impressive  group,  and  their  services  were 
notable.  Even  if  we  grant — as  we  must  grant — that  the 
predominance  of  economic  questions  and  the  pressing 
urgency  of  the  military  problem  created  by  the  Versailles 
terms  were  turning  whole  areas  of  policy  over  to  financial 
experts  or — as  was  true  of  much  of  Russian  policy — to 
soldiers,35  and  that  this  was  restricting  the  traditional 
sphere  of  action  in  which  the  diplomats  had  moved,  it  is 
nevertheless  true  that  the  effectiveness  of  German  policy 
under  Stresemann,  for  instance,  must  be  explained  in  part 
by  the  services  of  the  men  in  the  field.  For  the  gradual 
improvement  of  Franco-German  relations  after  the  Ruhr 
invasion,  Hoesch,  whom  even  Poincare  admired,  was  to 
some  degree  responsible;  in  preparing  the  way  for  Ger- 

33  Vallentin,  Stresemann,  pp.  198  f.;  Dirksen,  Moskau,  Tokio,  London, 
p.  59;  Herbert  Helbig,  "Die  Moskauer  Mission  des  Grafen  Brockdorfi- 
Rantzau,"  Forschungen  zur  Osteuropaischen  Geschichte,  n    (1955)  . 

34  On  all  this,  see  Holborn  in  The  Diplomats,  pp.  151-52;  W.  von 
Blilcher,  Rapallo,  pp.  12,  42;  Dirksen,  Moskau,  Tokio,  London,  pp.  29  i. 

35  See  George  W.  F.  Hallgarten,  "General  Hans  von  Seeckt  and  Russia, 
1920-22,"  Journal  of  Modern  History,  xxi  (1949)  ;  Gatzke,  Stresemann 
and  German  Rearmament,  passim;  and  the  authorities  cited  in  Craig, 
Politics  of  the  Prussian  Army,  pp.  408-415. 
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many's  entrance  into  the  League,  Adolf  Miiller  did  im- 
portant work;36  and  in  promoting  British  understanding 
of  German  objectives,  Sthamer  in  London  was  almost  as 
effective  as  his  British  opposite  number  in  Berlin,  Lord 
d'Abernon.37 

It  is,  however,  also  worth  noting  that  the  greatest 
achievements  of  the  Weimar  diplomats  in  the  field  were 
accomplished  in  the  Stresemann  period.  Indeed,  by  1930, 
all  of  the  envoys  mentioned  above,  with  the  exception  of 
Hoesch  and  Miiller  and  the  younger  men,  were  either 
dead  or  in  retirement;  and  they  were,  for  the  most  part, 
replaced  by  less  original  spirits.  Herbert  von  Dirksen,  for 
instance,  who  succeeded  to  the  Moscow  post,  was  no  sec- 
ond Brockdorff,38  and  Sthamer's  successor  in  London  was 
Constantin  von  Neurath,  a  diplomat  who  had  the  reputa- 
tion of  lacking  both  energy  and  moral  courage,39  a  repu- 
tation that  he  was  to  confirm  during  his  later  years  of 
service  as  Foreign  Minister  under  Hitler.40  In  the  period 
that  followed,  as  a  member  of  the  German  diplomatic 
corps  has  written,  figures  like  Solf  and  Brockdorff,  who, 
in  addition  to  diplomatic  experience  and  technical  quali- 
fications, possessed  political  insight  and  initiative,  were 
conspicuous  by  their  absence;  and  even  the  best  minds  in 
the  service  were  men  who  spent  their  time  in  political 

36  Holborn  in  The  Diplomats,  pp.  151  f. 

37  For  an  example  of  Stresemann's  reliance  on  Sthamer,  see  Thimme  in 
Historische  Zeitschrift,  clxxxi,  324. 

38  On  Dirksen,  see  Carl  E.  Schorske,  "Two  German  Ambassadors,"  in 
The  Diplomats,  especially  pp.  478-481. 

30  See  Andre  Francois-Poncet,  Souvenirs  d'une  ambassade  a  Berlin 
(Paris,  1946)  ,  p.  49. 

40  See  Cordon  A.  Craig,  "The  German  Foreign  Office  from  Neurath  to 
Ribbentrop,"  in  The  Diplomats,  pp.  408  f.,  423. 
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analysis  and  reporting  rather  than  in  making  policy  pro- 
posals.41 

This  tendency  was  encouraged  by  a  development  that 
had  become  clear  even  in  Stresemann's  time:  the  tighten- 
ing of  the  control  of  the  Foreign  Ministry  over  the  envoys 
in  the  field.  After  a  period  of  great  confusion  in  the  first 
postwar  years,  when  projects  of  democratic  control  and 
plans  of  administrative  reorganization  had  made  the  or- 
derly pursuit  of  business  difficult  in  the  Wilhelmstrasse, 
the  professional  diplomats  had  reasserted  their  influence; 
and  questions  of  policy  and  also  of  appointment,  promo- 
tion, and  transfer  fell  increasingly  under  the  control  of 
the  incumbents  of  the  newly  defined  posts  of  State  Secre- 
tary and  Deputy  Divisional  Director  [Dirigent]  in  the 
Foreign  Ministry.42  In  the  mind  of  an  envoy  at  a  second- 
rate  post,  or  an  ambitious  first  secretary  who  desired  a 
transfer  to  Berlin,  the  figures  of  the  State  Secretary  and 
the  Dirigenten  bulked  very  large.  Since  he  knew  that  his 
work  was  judged  by  them,  he  was  likely  to  err  on  the  side 
of  caution  and  to  be  even  more  conservative  and  tradi- 
tional than  they  were,  quite  rightly,  reported  to  be.43 

It  was  perhaps  only  natural  that  the  German  foreign 
service  should  be  subject  to  the  process  of  bureaucratiza- 
tion that  has  affected  so  much  of  the  twentieth  century's 
organized  social  activity.  Had  there  been  a  strong  tradi- 

41  Rudolf  Rahn,  Ruheloses  Leben    (Dusseldorf,  1949)  ,  pp.  74  f. 

42  See  Paul  Seabury,  The  Wilhelmstrasse  (New  York,  1955)  ,  pp.  17  f.; 
Dirksen,  Moskau,  Tokio,  London,  pp.  29  ff.,  54  ff.;  W.  von  Bliicher, 
Rapallo,  pp.  52  f.;  H.  G.  von  Studnitz,  "Gestalt  und  Aufbau  des  Aus- 
wartigen  Amtes,"  Aussenpolitik ,  m    (1952)  ,  794. 

43  On  Carl  von  Schubert,  Staatssekretar  from  1924  to  1930,  see  Holborn 
in  The  Diplomats,  p.  154;, on  Biilow,  Staatssekretar  from  1930  until  1936, 
see  Craig,  ibid.,  pp.  407  f.,  and  Francois-Poncet.  Souvenirs,  pp.  240  f. 
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tion  of  individualism  or  a  professional  ethic  that  put  a 
high  evaluation  upon  personal  initiative,  this  might  not 
have  been  true;  but  these  values  had,  as  we  have  seen, 
been  the  subject  of  official  disapproval  as  early  as  Bis- 
marck's time  and  could  no  longer  be  expected  to  inspire 
the  behavior  of  the  majority  of  the  diplomatic  service  in 
the  days  when  Germany  was  passing  under  the  control  of 
Adolf  Hitler. 

IV 

On  21  April  1938  Adolf  Hitler  and  General  Keitel 
discussed  various  contingencies  which,  if  they  occurred, 
could  be  exploited  to  justify  a  German  attack  upon 
Czechoslovakia.  Of  three  specific  cases  that  they  consid- 
ered, the  third  was  one  of  "Lightning  action  based  on  an 
incident  (for  example,  the  murder  of  the  German  Minis- 
ter in  the  course  of  an  anti-German  demonstration)  ."44 
The  record  of  this  conversation  does  not,  unfortun- 
ately, tell  us  whether  this  case  was  discussed  in  purely 
theoretical  terms,  or  whether  consideration  was  actually 
given  to  the  possibility  that  the  envoy  in  Prague — whose 
name,  incidentally,  was  Eisenlohr  and  who  was  not  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Nazi  party — might  be  sacrificed  for  reasons  of 
state.  In  view  of  some  of  Hitler's  other  actions,  we  have 
no  very  good  reason  for  supposing  that  his  conscience 
would  have  hesitated  over  this;  and  his  opinion  of  diplo- 
mats was  so  low,  in  any  case,  that  it  bordered  on  contempt. 
When  Hitler  took  office  in  1933,  Germany's  diplo- 
mats had,  of  course,  no  very  precise  understanding  of  any 

44  German  Documents,  series  D,  II,  239. 
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of  his  views  and  certainly  no  hint  that  he  might  consider 
them,  even  theoretically,  as  more  useful  to  him  dead  than 
alive;  and  they  did  not  hesitate  long  over  the  decision  to 
serve  him.  Of  the  senior  members  of  the  diplomatic  serv- 
ice only  one  laid  down  his  office.  On  6  March  1933,  the 
ambassador  in  Washington,  Prittwitz,  decided  to  resign, 
explaining  in  a  dispatch  written  five  days  later  that  his 
political  views  were  "rooted  in  the  soil  of  a  free  form  of 
government  .  .  .  and  the  basic  principles  of  republican 
Germany."45  The  other  chiefs  of  mission  were  persuaded 
without  much  difficulty  that  it  was  their  duty  as  civil 
servants  to  remain  at  their  posts;46  and  any  doubts  that 
survived  the  appeal  to  their  bureaucratic  loyalty  were  put 
to  rest  by  State  Secretary  Biilow,  who  advised  them  to 
carry  on  and  who  intimated  confidently  that,  even  under 
the  Nazis,  business  would  go  on  very  much  as  usual.47 

This,  of  course,  was  far  from  true,  although  some  time 
passed  before  this  was  discovered.  One  of  the  first  to  learn 
how  different  the  conduct  of  business  was  to  be  under  the 

45  Ibid.,  series  C,  I,  147  f. 

4Cln  the  American  edition  of  his  book,  Dirksen  has  written:  "We  felt 
it  to  be  our  duty  to  assist  in  the  process  of  normalization.  ...  It  was 
not  until  years  later  that  I  heard  of  the  earnest  and  insistent  requests 
which  had  been  made  to  this  effect  by  Chancellor  Bruening  to  Biilow.  As 
to  the  constitutional  and  juridical  implications  of  the  new  situation, 
the  permanent  officials  were  perfectly  justified  in  placing  their  services  at 
the  disposal  of  the  party  which  had  gained  power  by  constitutional  and 
democratic  elections."  Moscow,  Tokyo,  London:  Twenty  Years  of  German 
Foreign  Policy  (Norman,  Okla.,  1952) ,  p.  107.  This  does  not  appear  in 
the  German  edition.  See  also  Rahn,  Ruheloses  Leben,  pp.  95  f.(  and 
Erich  Kordt,  Nicht  aus  den  Akten    (Stuttgart,  1950)  ,  pp.  51  f. 

47  See,  for  instance,  German  Documents,  series  C,  i,  21.  Hoesch,  prob- 
ably under  Billow's  influence,  told  Sir  John  Simon  on  31  January  that 
"these  domestic  changes  do  not  betoken  any  change  in  the  line  of 
German  foreign  policy."    British  Documents,  2nd  series,  iv,  401. 
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Nazis  was  Rudolf  Nadolny.  This  energetic  diplomat  had 
been  called  from  his  post  in  Ankara  by  Bruening  in  1931 
and  made  head  of  the  German  delegation  to  the  Disarma- 
ment Conference  in  Geneva,  a  post  he  still  held  when 
Hitler  assumed  power.  Throughout  1933  he  waged  so 
skillful  a  fight  for  the  principle  of  parity  of  armaments 
that  he  won  the  admiration  even  of  his  chief  antago- 
nists.48  Yet,  at  the  very  moment  when  he  seemed  on  the 
point  of  winning  his  campaign,  Hitler  withdrew  abruptly 
from  both  the  conference  and  the  League  of  Nations, 
without  consulting  Nadolny's  views;49  and  when  he  at- 
tempted to  protest  he  was  ordered  to  his  new  post  in  Mos- 
cow.50 Here  he  soon  discovered  that,  while  he  was  ex- 
pected to  go  through  the  motions  of  cultivating  Soviet 
friendship,  his  government  was  in  fact  determined  to 
break  the  connection  that  had  been  made  twelve  years 
before  at  Rapallo.  Nadolny  returned  to  Berlin  to  protest 
against  this  course,  had  an  unsatisfactory  series  of  meet- 
ings with  Hitler,  refused  to  go  back  to  his  post,  and  was 
dismissed.51 

Other  diplomats  on  mission  were  meanwhile  learning 
the  difficulties  of  carrying  on  normally  under  the  new  re- 
gime. It  was  now  infinitely  more  difficult  than  it  ever  had 
been  in  the  Wilhelmine  age  to  tell  who  was  cook  and  who 

48  See,  for  instance,  German  Documents,  series  C,  I,  477. 

Wlbid.,  pp.  912  f.,  922  ff.;  British  Documents,  2nd  series,  v,  694; 
Rudolf  Nadolny,  Mein  Beitrag  (Wiesbaden,  1955),  pp.  140  f.;  Artur  W. 
Just,  "R.  Nadolny,"  Aussenpolilik,  iv  (1953) ,  385. 

50  See  Hitler's  account  of  Ihe  failure  of  Nadolny's  attempt  to  enlist 
Hindenburg's  support  in  Henry  Picker,  Hitlers  Tischgesprache  im  Fuhrer- 
hauplquartier,  1941-42   (Bonn,  1951)  ,  p.  432. 

53  Rahn,  Ruhcloses  Leben,  pp.  83-84;  Nadolny,  Mein  Beitrag,  pp. 
167-169. 
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was  butler  in  Berlin;  and  the  bewildering  proliferation  of 
party  agencies  made  it  hard  for  a  chief  of  mission  to  un- 
derstand the  degree  of  respect  owed  to  the  dozens  of  uni- 
formed and  un-uniformed  dignitaries  from  Germany  who 
descended    upon    him.52    The    emergence    of   new    units 
claiming  competence   in   foreign   affairs — the   Rosenberg 
organization,   the   Ribbentrop  bureau,   and  various   eco- 
nomic agencies — also  posed  delicate  problems  to  diplo- 
mats who  did  not  wish  to  hurt  their  careers  either  by 
satisfying,  or  by  refusing,  requests  made  by  these  agencies. 
In  addition,  it  soon  became  apparent  that  party  allegiance 
was  going  to  be  a  more  perplexing  problem  than  had 
originally  been  supposed.  After  1933,  the  National  Social- 
ist  party's    Foreign    Organization     (Auslandsorganisation 
or  AO)   began  to  grow  in  influence,  to  develop  a  foreign 
service  of  its  own,  to  send  agents  abroad  to  spread  Nazi 
propaganda,  to  maintain  contact  with  subversive  elements, 
and  to  extend  party  discipline  over  German  nationals. 
The  activities  of  the  AO  caused  embarrassment  to  resi- 
dent embassy  staffs,  and  the  Foreign  Office  protested  con- 
tinually against  them.  But  by  1936  this  battle  had  been 
lost  and,  at  the  beginning  of  the  next  year,  the  AO  was 
given  jurisdiction  over  all  Germans  living  abroad,  while 
its  chief,  E.  W.  Bohle,  received  an  independent  post  in- 
side the  Foreign  Ministry  from  which  he  could  actually 
pass  upon  the  loyalty  and  the  efficiency  of  all  German 
diplomats.53 

All  this  the  diplomats  themselves  were  willing  to  toler- 

52  See,  for  instance,  German  Documents,  series  C,  i,  432  ff. 

53  On  the  AO,  see  Craig  in  The  Diplomats,  pp.  427-30  and  the  authori- 
ties cited. 
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ate  as  long  as  they  could  continue  to  participate  in  Ger- 
man foreign  policy.  But  it  soon  became  apparent  that 
Hitler  was  going  to  make  foreign  policy  without  much 
reference  to  their  wishes  or  their  advice;  and  that  he  was 
not  even  willing  to  read  their  reports. 

Whatever  judgment  one  may  feel  called  upon  to  make 
on  the  growing  bureaucratization  of  the  diplomatic  serv- 
ice, and,  more  particularly,  on  its  members'  decision  to 
continue  to  serve  Hitler  long  after  they  were  aware  of  the 
nature  of  his  regime  and  of  his  racial  policies,  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  quality  of  their  reporting  between  1933 
and  1939  was  high  and  that  its  content  deserved  more  at- 
tention than  it  received.  But  it  is  also  true  that  the  tone 
of  the  reports  from  abroad,  especially  in  the  first  months 
of  National  Socialist  power,  was  hardly  likely  to  please 
Hitler,  for  it  was  cautious  to  the  point  of  complete  pes- 
simism. Taking  their  lead  perhaps  from  State  Secretary 
Biilow,  who  wrote  that  "the  idea  of  German  activity 
seems  .  .  .  wrong  to  me.  ...  At  the  moment  our  position 
in  the  world  is  exceedingly  bad,"54  the  chiefs  of  mission 
were  uniformly  opposed  to  a  dynamic  policy.  In  addition, 
the  ambassador  in  Moscow  warned  of  the  grave  conse- 
quences of  loosening  the  Russian  connection,55  the  minis- 
ter to  Berne  warned  against  meddling  in  Swiss  affairs,56 
the  ambassador  to  France  and  the  minister  to  Warsaw 
saw  the  possibility  of  preventive  war  against  Germany,57 
and  the  ambassador  to  Italy  saw  dangers  on  every  side.58 

r<4  German  Documents,  series  C,  I,  689  f. 
•r-r>  Ibid.,  p.  246. 

56  Ibid.,  p.  684. 

57  Ibid.,  pp.  137,  342  f. 
B8Ibid.,  pp.  660  f. 
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This  opposition  to  an  active  strategy  in  foreign  affairs 
continued  through  the  first  years  and  deepened  when  Hit- 
ler's policy  offensive  began  to  develop  in  1935  and  1936. 
In  the  latter  year,  for  instance,  Hoesch  seems  to  have 
been  alarmed  by  the  risks  involved  in  occupying  the 
Rhineland  and  to  have  supported  his  military  attache's 
opinion  that  there  was  an  even  chance  of  war  if  troops 
were  marched  in.59  This  sort  of  thing  strengthened 
Hitler's  instinctive  contempt  for  the  diplomatic  calling. 
The  diplomatic  reports  of  his  first  years,  he  said  later,  had 
been  "miserable,"  always  counseling  that  "we  should  do 
nothing.  .  .  .  One  day  the  business  had  been  so  stupid 
that  he  had  inquired  of  the  gentlemen  how  anything 
would  ever  be  done  if  we  did  nothing."60  "Of  what  use 
were  our  diplomats  to  us?  What  did  they  teach  us  before 
the  first  World  War?  Nothing!  During  the  first  World 
War?  Nothing!  After  the  first  World  War?  Nothing."61 

Hitler's  scorn  for  the  diplomats  was  so  strong  that,  when 
he  wished  to  accomplish  anything  in  a  foreign  capital,  he 
generally  relied  on  some  kind  of  a  special  mission;  and  his 
regular  chiefs  of  mission  were  reduced  to  the  mere  role 
of  representation.62  Moreover,  when  the  Fuehrer  geared 
his  machine  for  its  big  drive  for  European  mastery,  he 
brought  to  the  Foreign  Ministry  a  man  whose  contempt 

59Freiherr  Geyr  von  Schweppenburg,  Erinnerungen  eines  Militar- 
attaches:  London,  1933-37    (Stuttgart,  1949)  ,  pp.  87-88. 

60  Picker,  Tischgesprache,  p.  97. 

61  H.  R.  Trevor-Roper,  ed.,  Hitler's  Secret   Conversations    (New  York, 

1953),   p.  226. 

62  W.  Hubatsch,  "Die  deutsche  Berufsdiplomatie  ira  Kriege,"  Aussen- 
politik,  vi  (1955) ,  170  f.  For  the  activities  of  one  of  these  special  envoys, 
see  Hermann  Neubacher,  So?iderauftrag  Siidost,  1940-45  (2.  Aufl.,  Got- 
tingen,   1957) . 
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for  the  professional  diplomats  was  as  great  as  his  own. 
Joachim  von  Ribbentrop,  that  strange  mixture  of  self- 
satisfaction  and  invincible  ignorance,  operated  on  the  as- 
sumption that  policy  was  a  matter  for  the  Fuehrer  and 
himself  alone,  and  that  even  the  Foreign  Ministry  experts 
had  no  role  in  it.63  As  for  the  envoys  abroad,  they  were 
all  defeatists  and  were— as  he  told  Bulow's  successor  as 
State  Secretary,  Ernst  von  Weizsacker — "no  good  in  any 
case."64  Not  only  were  they  to  have  no  share  in  policy,  but 
Ribbentrop  could  not  see  why  they  need  even  be  given 
accurate  information  about  policy.  In  August  1938,  as 
the  Czechoslovakian  affair  moved  toward  crisis,  Ribben- 
trop had  a  circular  instruction  prepared  for  transmission 
to  all  German  missions  abroad.  After  Weizsacker  had  read 
it,  he  had  to  go  to  the  Foreign  Minister  and  tell  him  that: 

.  .  .  the  instruction  is  not  suitable  to  convince  our  Mis- 
sions. Our  Heads  of  Missions  would  believe  the  thickly 
laid  on  arguments  just  as  little  as  I  do.  Neither  was  in- 
tervention by  the  Western  Powers  to  be  discounted  in 
a  conflict  with  Czechoslovakia,  nor  was  our  armament 
relatively  as  strong  as  in  1914,  nor  had  we  a  recipe  for 
the  decisive  defeat  of  the  British  and  French.  .  .  .  Herr 
von  Ribbentrop  might  dictate  to  his  Ambassadors  how 
they  should  speak,  but  he  should  give  up  the  attempt 
to  make  fools  of  them.65 

A  striking  aspect  of  German  diplomacy  in  the  crisis 
years    1938  and    1939  is  that,   at  very  critical  moments, 

63  See,  for  instance,  the  testimony  of  Steengracht  von  Moyland  in  Trials 
of  the  War  Criminals  before  the  Nuernberg  Military  Tribunals  (14  vols., 
Nuremberg,  1946  ff.)  ,  xm,  25. 

64  Ernst  von  Weizsacker,  Erinnerungen   (Miinchen,  1950) ,  p.  182. 
6.r>  German  Documents,  series  D,  n,  527. 
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chiefs  of  mission  were  ordered  to  concern  themselves  with 
trivialities  or  were  actually  sent  away  from  their  posts. 
In  July  and  August  1939,  much  of  the  time  of  the  Ger- 
man ambassador  in  France  was  given  over,  on  Ribben- 
trop's   personal   orders,    to    a   squalid   quarrel   with    the 
French  government  because  it  had  refused  to  give  a  visa 
to  Otto  Abetz.66  At  the  same  time,  Ambassador  von  der 
Schulenburg  in  Moscow— already  engaged  in  the  conver- 
sations with   Molotov  that  were,   largely  because  of  his 
ne^otiatino-  abilities,  to  flower  into  the  Nazi-Soviet  pact — 
had  to  ask  Weizsacker  to  do  everything  he  could  to  persuade 
Ribbentrop  not  to  insist  that  he  break  off  his  talks  in 
order  to  appear  in  uniform  at  the  Nuremberg  Parteitag.67 
In  the  same  month  of  August,  Dirksen,  the  London 
ambassador,  came  home  on  leave  and  was  informed  that 
he  was  not  to  return  to  his  post  until  he  had  seen  the 
Foreign   Minister  and  received  special  instructions.   He 
soon  discovered  that  it  was  impossible  to  see  Ribbentrop 
and  that  no  one  was  interested  in  anything  he  had  to  say 
about  the  country  to  which  he  was  accredited  and  which 
might,   at  any  moment,   be   involved   in  war  with   Ger- 
many.68 In  the  same  month,  the  ambassador  to  Poland, 
who  was  also  on  leave,  was  ordered  by  Ribbentrop  to  re- 
main in  Berlin,  to  have  no  contact  with  any  Polish  au- 

66  ibid.,  series  D,  vi.  nos.  640,  658,  664,  690,  755,  767;  and  vn,  nos.  22, 49, 65. 

67  Ibid.,  vn,  no.  61.  Schulenburg  was  intrigued  by  Molotov  and  he 
wrote:  "This  strange  man  and  difficult  character  has  now  grown  accus- 
tomed to  me  and  has,  in  conversation  with  me,  in  great  measure  aban- 
doned his  otherwise  always  evident  reserve.  Any  new  man  would  have  to 
start  from  scratch."  On  Schulenburg's  negotiating  skill,  see  ibid.,  vi, 
especially  no.  648. 

68  Ibid.,  vi,  no.  674;  vn,  nos.  115,  130;  and  Schorske  in  The  Diplomats. 

pp.  509-510. 
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thority,  and  to  refrain  even  from  communicating  with  his 
embassy  by  telephone.  Since  war  with  Poland  was  a  very 
real  possibility,  the  ambassador  was  puzzled  by  this  con- 
duct, pointing  out  that  "without  him  his  Embassy  could 
be  regarded  as  a  company  without  its  company  com- 
mander"69—a  not  altogether  fortunate  figure  of  speech. 
Even  in  retrospect,  the  reasoning  behind  this  Hitler-Rib- 
bentrop  method  of  sending  ambassadors  on  compulsory 
leave  in  moments  of  crisis  is  not  clear;  and  one  is  left 
feeling  that  it  was  probably  a  compound  of  contempt  for 
customary  diplomatic  procedures,  and  apprehension  lest 
the  diplomats,  if  left  at  their  posts,  might  actually  try  to 
influence  the  course  of  events.70 

One  thing  was  certain,  and  that  was  that,  even  when 
they  were  privileged  to  remain  at  their  posts  and  go  about 
their  business,  no  one  of  real  authority  in  Berlin  paid  any 
attention  to  their  reports.  There  were  many  able  dis- 
patches being  written  by  German  envoys  in  Western  capi- 
tals in  the  last  months  before  the  outbreak  of  the  Second 
World  War  in  Europe71— dispatches  that  specifically 
warned  against  some  of  the  illusions  that  were  entertained 
in  the  Reichskanzlei  and  Berchtesgaden  and  Ribbentrop's 
various  retreats— but  neither  Hitler  nor  Ribbentrop  seems 
to  have  pondered  them.  Both  seem  to  have  relied  on  those 
secret  sources  of  inspiration  that  enabled  Ribbentrop  to 
tell  Ciano  in  August  1939  that  "his  information,  but 
above  all  his  psychological  understanding  of  England, 
made  him  certain  that  any  British  intervention  was  out 

"0  German  Documents,  series  D,  vn,  nos.  2,  32,  82. 

70  Weizsacker,  Erinnerungen,  p.  182. 

71  German  Documents,  series  D,  VI,  nos.  35,  69,  379,  430,  481,  564. 
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of  the  question"  in  the  case  of  a  Polish-German  war.72 
In  view  of  what  happened  to  Germany  in  the  war  that 
began  when  the  English  did  in  fact  intervene  in  Poland's 
behalf,  it  is  clear  that  the  nation  was  not  well  served  by 
this  cavalier  disregard  of  the  warnings  of  its  ambassadors. 
Hitler  was  perhaps  justified  in  being  critical  of  the  ex- 
tremely pessimistic  tone  of  some  of  the  dispatches  sent 
home  in  1933;  but  to  have  concluded,  as  he  seems  to  have 
concluded,  that  all  warnings  written  by  diplomats  were 
groundless  was  surely  an  act  of  folly.  It  appears,  indeed, 
that  the  only  diplomatic  reports  Hitler  would  read  were 
those  that  confirmed  his  own  prejudices  and  opinions. 
Like  William  II,  he  preferred — in  Wolff-Metternich's 
phrase  quoted  above — "a  placid  and  ingratiating  kind  of 
reporting." 

It  is  significant  in  this  respect  that  Hitler's  favorite 
diplomats  were  Hans  Thomsen,  the  charge  d'affaires  at 
Washington  after  Ambassador  Dieckhoff  went  on  perma- 
nent leave  in  November  1938,  and  Lieutenant  General 
von  Botticher,  the  military  attache  at  the  same  post. 
These  men,  Hitler  said  in  May  1942,  were  "diplomats 
who  could  not  be  bluffed"  and  "the  reports  which  they 
sent  us  must  be  regarded  as  models  of  their  kind,  for  they 
invariably  gave  us  a  perfectly  clear  picture  of  the  situa- 
tion."73 This  high  praise  must  be  qualified  at  the  very 
outset  by  the  reminder  that  it  came  from  a  man  whose 
ignorance  of  the  United  States  was  so  profound  that  in 
1943  he  could  still  believe — apparently  on  the  strength  of 

72  Ministero    degli    Affari    Esteri,    /    Documenti    Diplomatici    Italiani 
(Rome,  1952  ff.) ,  8th  series,  xm,  nos.  1,  102,  108,  116. 
"3  Hitler's  Secret  Conversations,  pp.  396  f. 
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the  film  "The  Grapes  of  Wrath" — that  the  entire  agri- 
cultural population  of  this  country  was  in  a  state  of  inces- 
sant migration.74  But  it  is  nevertheless  worth  dwelling  for 
a  moment  on  Hitler's  admiration  of  Thomsen  and  Bot- 
ticher. 

The  point  is  that  the  reports  of  these  men  told  Hitler 
precisely  what  he  wanted  to  hear  about  the  United  States. 
Ambassador  Dieckhoff's  reports  had  been  filled  with  warn- 
ings about  America's  potential  power  and  the  necessity 
of  avoiding  conflict  with  her  and,  as  early  as  December 
1937,  he  was  writing  home  that  the  German  government 
should  not  delude  itself  about  the  strength  of  American 
isolationism,  since  even  the  most  inveterate  foes  of  for- 
eign entanglements  would  swing  quickly  from  isolation- 
ism to  intervention  if  they  discovered  "that  their  doctri- 
naire conception  .  .  .  benefits  the  foes  of  liberalism  and 
democracy."75  This  did  not  make  for  pleasant  reading, 
and  Dieckhoff  was  soon — as  he  suspected — considered  a 
bore  in  Berlin.76  The  reports  that  Thomsen  and  Botticher 
sent,  after  Dieckhoff's  recall  in  November  1938,  were 
quite  different. 

Although  by  no  means  entirely  devoid  of  good  sense 
and  shrewdness,  their  dispatches  conveyed  the  general  im- 
pression to  Berlin  that  isolationism  was  more  powerful 
than  in  fact  it  was  and  that  the  United  States  was  neither 
technically  nor  morally  strong  enough  to  overcome  the 
German   superiority   in   armaments   or   to  participate   ef- 

74  See  Felix  Gilbert,  ed.,  Hitler  Directs  His  War:  The  Secret  Records  of 
His  Daily  Military  Conferences   (New  York,  1950)  ,  p.  24. 

7C  German  Documents ,  series  D,  I,  no.  423.  See  also  nos.  427,  444,  445, 
447,  451;  iv,  nos.  499,  500,  501,  502. 

^Ibid.,  i,  no.  445. 
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fectively  in  a  war.77  Thomsen's  reports  breathed  contempt 
of  the  American  people  and  were  filled  with  references  to 
their  mental  dullness,  their  ignorance  of  Europe,  their 
"proneness  to  wild  enthusiasm  and  emotionalism,"  and 
their  susceptibility  to  British,  Jewish,  and  Communist 
propaganda  and  the  promises  of  demagogues.78  Botticher, 
who  saw  Freemasons  and  Jews  exercising  control  over  the 
executive  branch  of  the  government  and  even  insinuating 
themselves  into  the  highest  staffs  of  the  armed  services,79 
was  capable  of  swinging  to  the  opposite  extreme  and  find- 
ing enthusiasm  in  the  United  States  for  German  military 
victories  where  none  existed,  writing  that  "more  and 
more  pictures  are  appearing  in  the  papers  showing  the 
Fuehrer  in  the  field.  .  .  .  The  opinion  of  Senator  Pitt- 
man,  who  described  the  Fuehrer  as  a  genius,  is  gaining 
ground."80 

Whatever  illusions  this  misguided  optimism  may  have 
aroused,  Botticher's  more  serious  fault  was  his  deprecia- 
tion of  the  productive  potential  of  the  United  States.  He 
found  it  impossible  to  believe  that  this  nation  could  ever 
become  a  real  arsenal  of  democracy;  and,  on  4  April  1940, 

77  See  Joachim  Remak,  "Hitler's  Amerikapolitik,"  Aussenpolitik,  vi 
(1955),  711  ff.  Remak's  remarks  about  Botticher  have  been  confirmed  by 
the  recent  publication  of  some  of  his  dispatches. 

78  German  Documents,  series  D,  vi,  nos.  107,  403.  For  other  aspects  of 
his  views  about  the  United  States,  see  ibid.,  vm,  no.  315;  ix,  nos.  26,  31,  417, 
422,  493;  x,  nos.  47,  108,  186,  187,  190,  195,  322,  362.  Thomsen  was  real- 
istic enough  to  recognize,  once  Hitler's  campaign  in  the  Low  Countries 
was  launched,  that  the  tide  of  American  opinion  was  turning  irrevocably 
against  Germany,  and  he  occasionally  said  so  in  his  reports.  Ibid.,  ix, 
no.  243. 

79  ibid.,  x,  nos.  195,  288. 

80  Ibid.,  ix,  no.  254.  See  also  no.  96  and,  for  Weizsacker's  objections  to 
this  kind  of  reporting  and  Thomsen's  reply,  nos.  141  and  163. 
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he  wrote  scornfully  that  "the  assertion  that  the  American 
aviation  industry  can  achieve  an  annual  production  rate 
of  about  30,000  to  40,000  planes  by  the  end  of  this  year 
does  not  become  more  credible  by  frequent  repetition."81 
This  was  the  sort  of  thing  Hitler  liked  to  hear,  and  it  is 
no  mere  coincidence  that,  twelve  days  after  Botticher's 
report  was  dispatched  from  Washington,  the  Fuehrer  was 
telling  the  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Swedish  Navy  that 
"[the  production]  of  America  was  the  biggest  swindle  on 
earth.  For  him  all  this  was  simply  a  joke."82 

It  was  a  joke,  however,  that  the  German  people  did  not 
find  very  funny  after  they  had  been  made  to  pay  for  Hit- 
ler's inability  to  use  the  resources  of  diplomacy  for  any- 
thing but  a  prop  to  his  own  wishful  thinking. 

V 

The  problems  of  Germany's  representatives  abroad  had 
steadily  increased  and  their  influence  on  policy  had  stead- 
ily declined  in  the  hundred  years  that  separated  Bis- 
marck's time  from  Hitler's.  This  was  due  partly  to  the 
increasing  complexity  of  foreign  relations,  which  de- 
stroyed the  monopoly  once  enjoyed  by  the  professional 
diplomat,  partly  to  the  growth  of  centralized  control  over 
the  foreign  service,  which  even  in  Bismarck's  time  was 

81  Ibid.,  ix,  no.  45.   See  also  no.  236. 

82  Ibid.,  no.  127.  At  Nuremberg  after  the  war,  Dr.  Karl  Ritter,  the 
leading  economic  expert  in  the  Foreign  Ministry  during  the  war,  roundly 
condemned  Botlicher  as  a  dangerously  stupid  official.  Every  report  con- 
cerning American  production  which  he  sent  to  Berlin  closed,  according  to 
Ritter,  with  the  words  "It's  all  bluff]";  and  this  view  was  constantly 
reiterated  by  Hitler  and  his  intimates.  New  York  Times,  8  November 
1947,  p.  7. 
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reducing  the  independence  of  the  embassies,  and  partly 
to  the  tendency  toward  bureaucratic  modes  of  thought 
and  behavior  in  the  foreign  service  itself.83  But,  if  these 
things  reduced  the  role  of  the  ambassador,  they  did  not 
eliminate  it  from  the  practice  of  foreign  relations.  The 
success  of  Germany's  foreign  policy,  like  that  of  other 
powers,  depended  to  a  large  extent  upon  a  proper  under- 
standing of  the  interests,  objectives,  intentions,  and 
strength  of  other  nations;  and  the  trained  diplomat  in  the 
field  was  still  the  best  instrument  for  acquiring  the  infor- 
mation that  could  make  such  understanding  possible.  It 
is  no  accident  that  the  two  German  regimes  that  willfully 
denied  this,  and  preferred  the  counsel  of  soldiers  or  the 
secret  promptings  of  intuition  to  the  advice  that  their 
ablest  envoys  could  provide,  led  Germany  to  war  and  over- 
whelming defeat. 


83  For  other  reflections  on  these  tendencies,  see  H.  G.  von  Studnitz, 
"Gesandte  und  Geschickte,"  Der  Monat,  10.  Jahrg.,  Heft  112  (January, 
1958)  . 
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Chapter  Five         THE    STATECRAFT    OF 
KONRAD     ADENAUER 


WHEN  THOMAS  MANN  wrote  his  last  great 
novel,  he  brought  it  to  a  close  with  a  moving  comparison 
of  the  Germany  of  Hitler's  time  with  the  torn  and  broken 
country  that  emerged  from  the  war. 

At  that  time  [he  wrote]  Germany,  with  her  cheeks  fever- 
ishly flushed,  reeled  drunkenly  at  the  height  of  her 
empty  triumphs.  .  .  .  Today,  girt  round  with  demons, 
a  hand  over  one  eye  but  staring  with  the  other  into 
horrors,  she  plunges  from  despair  to  deeper  despair. 
When  will  she  reach  the  bottom  of  the  abyss?  When, 
out  of  the  ultimate  hopelessness,  will  the  light  of  hope 
dawn,  a  wonder  that  passes  all  belief?1 

The  questions  posed  here  by  the  artist  were  answered 
more  quickly  than  anyone  dared  to  suppose  in  1947, 
when  Doktor  Faustus  was  published.  The  bottom  of  the 
abyss  was  reached  in  the  following  year;  the  light  of  hope 
dawned  soon  thereafter;  and,  by  1950,  newspaper  writers, 
seeking  to  describe  the  remarkable  economic  recovery  of 

i  Doktor  Faustus:  Das  Leben  des  deutschen  Totisetzers  Adrian  Lever- 
kiXhn,  ermhlt  von  einem  Freunde   (Stockholm,  1947),  p.  773. 

124 


Konrad  Adenauer  125 

Germany,  had  already  made  the  term  "the  German  won- 
der" threadbare  with  use.  Nor  was  the  economic  renas- 
cence of  the  country  alone  remarkable.  By  1950  also, 
Western  Germany,  although  still  subject  to  controls  and 
disabilities  as  a  result  of  defeat  in  the  war,  had  become 
an  important  and  active  factor  in  international  affairs 
once  more;  and  in  the  years  that  followed  this  role  was 
to  increase  in  scope  so  markedly  that  it  sometimes  ap- 
peared as  if  the  Federal  Republic,  rather  than  the  United 
States  of  America,  was  the  effective  political  leader  of  the 
Western  alliance. 

This  political  recovery  was  the  result  of  the  statecraft 
of  Konrad  Adenauer;  and  it  would  be  inappropriate  to 
conclude  a  series  of  lectures  on  German  foreign  politics 
without  some  consideration  of  his  work.  This  is  true  de- 
spite the  fact  that  we  do  not  yet  possess  the  documentary 
materials  that  would  be  necessary  to  enable  us  even  to 
describe  the  Chancellor's  policies  with  accuracy  and  the 
additional  fact  that  any  judgments  made  of  those  policies 
today  are  at  the  mercy  of  future  events.  These  considera- 
tions will  counsel  caution;  but  they  should  not  be  allowed 
to  discourage  a  tentative  appraisal  of  the  achievement  of 
a  man  who  has,  we  should  remember,  already  con- 
trolled German  foreign  policy  for  a  longer  period  than 
Gustav  Stresemann  did. 

I 

One  of  Adenauer's  most  outspoken  critics,  the  late  Karl 
Georg  Pfleiderer,  used  to  say  scornfully  that  the  Federal 
Chancellor  had  come  to  foreign  policy  for  the  first  time 


126  FROM  BISMARCK  TO  ADENAUER 

at  an  age  when  Bismarck  was  being  sent  into  retirement.2 
Factually  at  least,  this  statement  is  accurate.  Konrad  Aden- 
auer entered  politics  in  the  year  1906,  as  a  junior  adjunct 
in  the  government  of  the  city  of  Cologne;  and  he  re- 
mained in  the  municipal  administration  until  1933,  serv- 
ing as  Chief  Mayor  of  that  Rhineland  city  from  1917  until 
he  was  dismissed  by  the  Nazis  in  the  latter  year,  and  re- 
turning to  that  post  for  a  brief  period  under  British  oc- 
cupation authorities  in  1945.  He  was  considered  as  a 
candidate  for  the  position  of  Chancellor  of  the  Republic 
in  1926,  but  nothing  came  of  this;  and,  apart  from  his 
duties  as  President  of  the  Prussian  State  Ministry  in  the 
last  years  before  Hitler  came  to  power,  he  had  relatively 
little  contact  with  any  sphere  of  action  that  lay  outside  the 
confines  of  his  city.  As  for  foreign  affairs,  although — as 
will  appear  below — he  held  firm  views  during  the  Weimar 
period,  he  had  no  real  connection  with  policy  matters 
until  after  the  collapse  of  1945. 

Nevertheless,  even  a  person  who  insists  on  the  limits  of 
Adenauer's  experience  can  hardly  fail  to  note,  if  he  looks 
into  the  details  of  his  municipal  service,  that  the  qualities 
that  made  him  a  good  Chief  Mayor  were  precisely  those 
that  later  made  him  a  successful  international  statesman. 

It  was  in  Cologne,  for  instance,  that  Adenauer  first  de- 
veloped the  gift  of  refusing  to  be  cowed  by  disaster.  He 
became  chief  of  the  city  administration  only  eighteen 
months  before  the  surrender  and  the  revolution  of  1918. 
In  the  days  when  the  city  was  filled  with  discharged  and 
rebellions  soldiers,  when  its  food  supply  was  uncertain, 
and  when  the  fate  of  the  whole  of  the   Rhineland  was 

2  Dcr  Spiegel   (Hamburg)  ,  2  June  1954.  p.  12. 
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hanging  in  the  balance,  not  many  people  dared  make 
plans  for  the  future.  Yet  Adenauer  operated  on  the  prin- 
ciple that  "times  of  political  catastrophe  are  especially 
suitable  for  new  creative  ventures";  and  he  initiated  a 
whole  series  of  projects,  ranging  from  the  construction  of 
new  harbor  installations  to  the  building  of  additions  to 
the  university,  which  seemed  utterly  unrealistic  at  the 
time,  but  which  were  in  fact  realized  and  which  trans- 
formed Cologne  from  a  city  in  decline  into  one  of  the 
most  progressive  municipalities  in  western  Europe.3 

At  the  same  time,  Adenauer  showed  that  he  possessed 
a  talent  that  is  of  inestimable  importance  to  politicians 
of  all  kinds  and  to  those  who  are  concerned  with  foreign 
policy  not  least  of  all.  He  learned  to  explain  complicated 
issues  in  such  a  way  as  to  convince  the  electorate  that  they 
understood  them  and  to  make  them  want  to  vote  for  his 
way  of  handling  them.  Demonstrated  perhaps  for  the  first 
time  in  his  successful  campaign  after  the  First  World  War 
to  transform  the  old  fortification  belt  of  Cologne  into  a 
park  area,  a  campaign  in  which  Adenauer  had  to  arouse 
public  opinion  against  powerful  and  persuasive  private 
interests,4  this  ability  has  been  refined  and  perfected  over 
the  years  and  has  been  the  mainstay  of  Adenauer's  diplo- 
macy. In  foreign  policy  debates  since  1949,  his  opponents 
have  repeatedly  accused  him  of  resorting  to  the  grossest 
kind  of  oversimplification  in  his  search  for  public  back- 
ino-  5  Yet  while  there  is  doubtless  some  substance  to  these 

3  See  Paul  Weymar,  Konrad  Adenauer,  die  autorisierte  Biographie 
(Miinchen,  1955) ,  pp.  93  f. 

ilbid.,  pp.  96-99. 

5  See,  for  instance,  the  account  of  Adenauer's  1957  election  campaign  in 
Der  Spiegel,  11  September  1957,  pp.  13-33. 
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charges,6  they  are  surely  insufficient  to  explain  the  fact 
that  Adenauer  has  won  a  measure  of  electoral  support  for 
foreign  policy  requirements  much  greater  than  that  se- 
cured by  the  most  successful  Weimar  statesmen.  Nor  can 
this  be  attributed  solely  to  the  difference  in  political  cli- 
mate between  Weimar  and  Bonn.  In  the  last  analysis,  it 
is  due  to  the  Chancellor's  gifts  of  political  persuasion.  As 
the  editors  of  the  Deutsche  Rundschau  wrote  on  his  eight- 
ieth birthday,  "since  the  people  of  Germany  received 
their  sovereignty  thirty-six  years  ago,  he  is  the  first  Chan- 
cellor who  has  fully  mastered  the  technique  of  legitimate 
power.  .  .  .  With  Adenauer,  the  civilian  spirit  of  the  Ger- 
man bourgeoisie  has  for  the  first  time  attained  political 
success  by  means  of  a  great  parliamentary  majority."7 

If  this  can  be  traced  back  to  Adenauer's  career  in  Co- 
logne, so  can  his  abilities  in  negotiation.  One  of  his  early 
associates  has  written  of  the  way  in  which  he  would  win 
over  municipal  councilors  and  interest  groups  to  his  views. 

His  first  principle  [this  official  has  written]  was  to  make 
himself  complete  master  of  the  subject  under  discussion. 
This  enabled  him  to  counter  every  objection  raised  by 
the  opposition  immediately  and  effectively.  .  .  .  His 
second  rule  was:  do  not  interrupt  your  opponent  but 
let  him  speak  until  he  has  .  .  .  advanced  the  whole  store 
of  his  arguments  and  has  nothing  in  reserve.  .  .  .  [He 
also  believed  that]  "the  most  successful  man  in  politics 

6  An  example  of  oversimplification  is  his  statement  to  the  Bundestag  in 
March  1955  that  "so  long  as  we  do  not  belong  to  NATO  we  are,  in  the 
case  of  a  hot  war  between  Soviet  Russia  and  the  United  States,  the 
European  battlefield;  and,  if  we  are  in  the  Atlantic  Pact  Organization,  we 
are  no  longer  that  battlefield."  Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeitung,  17  March 
1955,  p.  4. 

7  Deutsche  Rundschau,  82-   Jahrgang   (January,  1956)  ,  p.  27. 
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is  he  who  can  outsit  the  rest".  ...  He  often  saw  to  it 
that  council  and  committee  meetings  dragged  on  far 
into  the  night.  When  everyone  was  dog-tired  from  the 
endless  pro  and  contra  of  debate,  he  would  finally  come 
out  with  his  own  motion  or  proposal,  which  to  hazy  and 
sleepy  minds  would  then  appear  like  a  summary  of  their 
own  views,  and  they  would  adopt  it  without  further 
ado.8 

One  can  recognize  in  this  description  some  of  the  quali- 
ties that  Adenauer  put  to  use  in  negotiations  with  his  fel- 
low  party   members   in   the   first   days   of   the   Christian 
Democratic  Union,  before  his  leadership  was  clearly  es- 
tablished; in  his  service  as  President  of  the  Parliamentary 
Council— where,  incidentally,  General  Clay  sensed  in  this 
still  relatively  unknown  party  politician  "the  quality  of 
statesmanship";9  and  later  in  his  dealings  with  the  Allied 
Hi^h    Commissioners.    The    Commissioners    particularly 
learned  by  long  hard  experience  to  appreciate  Adenauer's 
negotiating  skill;  and,  among  them,  the  persistence  with 
which  he  followed  his  objectives  became  legendary.  At  the 
time  of  the  Petersberg  agreement  of  1949,  for  instance, 
Adenauer  haggled  for  a  full  day  over  the  wording  of  the 
final  communique  and,  when  all  his  demands  for  revision 
had  finally  been  granted,  the  French  High  Commissioner 
sighed  wearily:   "It  is  a  very  hard  task,  making  presents 
to  the  Germans.  It  is  also  a  very  thankless  task."10  Simi- 
larly, in  the  discussions  of  the  details  of  the  1952  treaties 
regulating  the  stationing  of  Allied  forces   in   Germany, 

8  Weymar,  Adenauer,  p.  95. 

9  General   Lucius   D.   Clay,  Decision   in    Germany    (New    York,    1950)  . 

p.  412. 

10  Weymar,  Adenauer,  pp.  475  f. 
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Adenauer  wore  down  his  fellow  negotiators  by  his  appar- 
ent willingness  to  discuss  minute  points  indefinitely  and 
by  his  incredible  mulishness  on  important  issues.  The  ex- 
asperated American  representative,  ceding  one  more  point, 
is  reported  to  have  said:  "All  right,  then.  This  is  now  the 
one  hundred  and  twenty-second  concession  the  Allies  have 
made  to  the  Germans."11 

Even  the  Russians  have  not  been  entirely  unimpressed 
by  these  arts  of  negotiation,  which  are,  after  all,  not  dis- 
similar to  their  own.  Writing  of  the  Chancellor's  trip  to 
Moscow  in  September  1955,  which  was  not  exactly  a  tri- 
umph for  Adenauer,  a  journal  that  is  generally  hostile  to 
him  admitted  that  he  had  got  rather  more  out  of  the 
Russians  than  a  lesser  man  would  have;  and  it  added: 

From  the  moment  of  their  first  meeting,  the  Chancellor 
succeeded  in  impressing  the  Soviets  in  a  way  in  which 
a  schooled  diplomatist  like  Eden  would  never  have  been 
able  to  impress  them.  The  gentlemen  of  the  Kremlin 
had  expected  a  crafty  satellite-princeling.  .  .  .  Instead, 
they  found  a  man  who  was  in  nowise  inferior  to  them 
in  obstinacy  and  who  at  the  same  time  put  his  cards 
openly  on  the  table  and  was  never  afraid  to  speak  his 
mind  to  them.12 

Finally,  since  attempts  are  constantly  being  made  to 
compare  Adenauer's  statecraft  with  that  of  Bismarck — 
not  always,  at  least  in  the  pages  of  the  Rheinischer  Mer- 
kur,  to  Bismarck's  advantage13 — the  point  might  be  made 

n  ibid.,  p.  669. 

12  Tier  Spiegel,  21  September  1955,  pp.  9  ff. 

13  See,  for  instance,  Otto  B.  Roegele,  "Christ  unci  Staatsmann.  Zum  80. 
Geburtstag  Konrad  Adenauers,"  Rheinischer  Merkur  (Koln)  ,  6  January 
1956,  p.  ,-S.    Winston  Churchill's  remark  in  the  House  of  Commons,  which 
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that,  from  his  past,  Adenauer  brought  to  his  new  role  in 
foreign  affairs  the  same  qualities  that  distinguished  Bis- 
marck's approach  to  diplomacy:   passion  for  the  task,  a 
feeling  of  responsibility,  and  a  sense  of  proportion.14  In 
1917,  when  he  was  elected  Chief  Mayor  of  Cologne,  he 
spoke  words  that  may  be  taken  to  describe  the  zeal  with 
which  he  took  up  the  far  more  difficult  tasks  of  foreign 
policy  thirty-two  years  later.  "There  is  nothing  better  life 
can  offer,"  he  said,  "than  to  allow  a  man  to  expend  him- 
self fully  with  all  the  strength  of  his  mind  and  soul,  and 
to  devote  his  entire  being  to  creative  activity."15  This 
creative  urge  has,  throughout  Adenauer's  career,  been  di- 
rected and  balanced  by  the  juristic  rationalism  in  which 
he  was  trained  as  a  young  man,16  and  by  his  religious 
faith;  for  these  together  have  deepened  his  sense  of  duty, 
given  him  the  kind  of  self-assurance  possessed  by  the  great- 
est of  his  predecessors,  and  contributed  to  what  one  of 
his  admirers  has  delicately  described  as  "a  realism  .  .  . 
which  does  not  permit  of  any  schism  between  moral  prin- 
ciples and  expediency  in  the  sphere  of  political  action."17 
It  may  be  noted  in  passing  that,   in  contrast  to  Bis- 
marck's expressions  of  his  religious  faith,  which  are  often 

is  now  so  widely  quoted  in  Germany,  does  not  go  far  enough  for  some  of 
the  Chancellor's  followers.  Churchill  said  that  Adenauer  was  "the  greatest 
German  since  Bismarck." 

14  In  his  provocative  work,  Adenauer  und  das  neue  Deutschland  (Reck- 
linghausen, 1956),  p.  115,  Edgar  Alexander  uses  the  same  passage  from 
Max  Weber  that  I  have  used  above  in  discussing  Bismarck.  He  does  not 
refer  to  Bismarck  in  this  connection,  and,  since  he  speaks  elsewhere  of 
Bismarck's  "religious-moral  indifferentism"  (p.  Ill),  would  probably  not 
think  of  doing  so. 

15  Weymar,  Adenauer,  p.  61. 

16  Deutsche   Rundschau,  January   1956,   p.   27. 

17  Alexander,  Adenauer,  p.   108. 
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both  eloquent  and  moving,  Adenauer's  utterances  on  the 
same  subject  are  down  to  earth  and  almost  matter  of  fact. 
In  October  1950,  when  Dr.  Gustav  Heinemann  resigned 
his  post  as  Minister  of  the  Interior  because  he  opposed 
German  participation  in  a  European  Army,  Adenauer 
said: 

Heinemann  takes  the  view  that,  since  God  has  twice 
dashed  the  weapons  from  the  hands  of  the  Germans, 
they  must  not  take  them  up  for  a  third  time.  He  feels 
that  we  must  have  patience  and  recognize  the  will  of 
God  in  his  earthly  rule.  Now,  I  don't  want  to  go  into 
the  matter  of  religious  devotion  and  faith  in  God  as 
such.  But  when  Herr  Heinemann  implored  me  to  do 
nothing,  I  told  him  that  in  my  view  God  had  given  us 
a  head  to  think  with,  and  arms  and  hands  to  act  with.18 

Together  with  the  positive  qualities  mentioned  here, 
Adenauer  possesses  certain  traits  that  have  at  times  mili- 
tated against  the  success  of  his  policies,  if  only  by  arous- 
ing the  hostility  of  people  with  whom  he  has  to  work. 
That  there  is  a  strong  streak  of  authoritarianism  in  his 
nature  is  well  known  and  has  been  the  subject  of  count- 
less anecdotes.  It  is  probably  not  true  that  a  spokesman  for 
a  Bundestag  delegation  once  said  to  him,  "Herr  Bundes- 
kanzler,  we  have  not  come  here  just  to  say  'Amen'  and 
'Ja'  to  everything  you  propose,"  and  received  the  answer, 
"Gentlemen,  'Amen'  is  not  necessary — 'Ja'  will  do  fine";19 
but  it  is  a  fact  that  many  persons  have  been  alienated  by 

18  Weymar,  Adenauer,  p.  549,  and  Alexander,  passim.  Dr.  Heinemann, 
in  January  1958,  participated  in  the  attack  on  Adenauer's  policy  discussed 
in  section  m  below.  See  Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeilung,  24  January  1958, 
p.  1,  and  Der  Spiegel,  5  January  1958,  pp.  13-22. 

i»Emmett  J.  Hughes  in  Life,  10  May  1954,  p.  178. 
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Adenauer's  peremptory  manner,  including  some  of  his 
coalition  partners.20  This  is  bad  enough  in  the  domestic 
sphere;  in  the  international  it  is  worse.  Some  of  the 
Chancellor's  gratuitous  affronts  to  the  Russians  betray  an 
almost  foolhardy  failure  to  understand,  or  at  least  to  make 
allowances  for,  the  psychology  of  a  proud  and  powerful 
people. 

Just  as  serious  has  been  the  Chancellor's  inclination  to 
keep  foreign  affairs  to  himself,  a  habit  to  which  the  Bun- 
destag has  been  particularly  sensitive.  Adenauer  has  on 
occasion  availed  himself  of  the  Bundestag's  Foreign  Af- 
fairs Committee — taking  its  members  with  him  to  Paris  in 
1954,  for  example,  and  to  Moscow  in  1955— but  there  has 
been  some  feeling  that  he  does  this  only  when  he  wishes 
to  share  responsibility  for  a  failure.21  Bundestag  deputies 
are  apt  to  be  less  impressed  by  these  few  examples  of  co- 
operation than  by  the  great  areas  of  foreign  affairs  about 
which  they  can  learn  nothing. 

The  Deutsche  Zeitung  once  published  a  cartoon  show- 
ing a  gallant  Adenauer  in  full  evening  dress  kissing  the 
hand  of  a  beautifully  gowned  and  exotically  foreign 
woman,  before  going  off  to  a  rather  dowdy  and  obviously 
Germanic  one.  He  was  saying,  "I  will  be  right  back,  my 
dearest.  I've  just  got  a  duty  dance  to  get  over  with."22 

20  At  the  time  of  the  coalition  troubles  of  November  1955,  Der  Spiegel 
reprinted  a  cartoon  from  a  Hamburg  newspaper  showing  Adenauer, 
garbed  as  Frederick  the  Great,  bringing  a  little  dog  to  heel,  with  the 
words,  "Dehler,  komm'  Er  mal  her!"  Dehler  was  the  leader  of  the 
dissident  Free  Democrats.  Der  Spiegel,  30  November  1955,  p.  13. 

21  S.  Wahrhaftig  in  West  German  Leadership  and  Foreign  Policy,  edited 
by  Hans  Speier  and  W.  Phillips  Davison   (Evanston,  1957),  p.  30. 

22  Deutsche  Zeitung  und   Wirtschaftszeitung,  29  January   1955,  p.  2. 
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Many  deputies  would  recognize  themselves  in  that  second 
feminine  figure  and  would  be  exasperated  by  the  memory 
that,  in  the  course  of  many  dances  of  duty  in  the  Bun- 
destag, Adenauer  had  told  them  as  little  as  possible  about 
his  affair  with  diplomacy.  In  parliamentary  debate,  the 
Chancellor  is  a  master  of  the  bland  evasion,  relying  on 
remarks  like  the  one  made  during  the  Saar  debate  of 
April  1954:  "You  will  understand  that,  in  the  middle  of 
negotiations,  I  can  express  myself  only  with  great  reserve 
about  certain  aspects  of  the  .  .  .  problem."23  This  sort  of 
thing  would  be  easier  to  accept  if  it  were  not  for  the  sus- 
picion that  the  reserve  is  not  always  justified.  After  all, 
one  remembers  that  Adenauer  offered  German  divisions 
to  the  Allied  High  Commission  in  a  memorandum  of  29 
August  1950  and  informed  the  Bundestag  of  this  only 
eighteen  months  later,  and  then  almost  by  chance.24 

Even  in  the  Foreign  Ministry,  an  organization  now 
housed  in  a  handsome  new  building  and  employing  1500 
employees,  there  is  a  feeling  that  the  chief  knows  more 
than  he  tells  his  official  advisers  and  that  he  makes  too 
little  use  of  his  diplomatic  service.25  When  Adenauer  was 
himself  Chancellor  and  Foreign  Minister,  it  used  to  be 

23Der  Spiegel,  5  May  1954,  p.  5.    See  also  ibid.,  26  March  1958,  p.  13. 

24  Claus  Jacobi,  "Germany's  Great  Old  Man,"  Foreign  Affairs,  xxxm 
(January,  1955) ,  246.  Adenauer  does  not  invite  the  attention  even  of 
members  of  his  own  party  to  foreign  policy.  A  recent  cartoon  in  the 
Westdeutsche  Allgemeine  Zeitung  showed  a  group  of  CDU  members 
being  kept  after  school  to  copy  one  hundred  times  the  sentence:  "The 
Federal  Chancellor  alone  determines  foreign  policy."  Der  Spiegel,  26 
March  1958,  p.  3. 

25  It  is  said  that  a  Bundestag  committee  once  asked  the  Chancellor  why 
more  comprehensive  instructions  and  requests  for  information  were  not 
sent  to  the  representatives  abroad,  whereupon  he  answered,  "Then  they 
would  have  too  much  to  say  to  me!"  Der  Spiegel,  15  September  1954,  p.  6. 
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said  that  the  desk  officers  in  the  Foreign  Ministry  learned 
what  was  going  on  only  by  circulating  the  Neue  Ziiricher 
Zeitung  among  themselves.  This  situation  was  improved 
when  Brentano  took  over  the  Foreign  Ministry  in  1955; 
but  co-ordination  between  him  and  the  Chancellor  has 
been  far  from  perfect,  and  one  suspects  that  "Der  Alte" 
is  still  reluctant  to  allow  the  Foreign  Ministry  aides  to 
enjoy  his  full  confidence.  This  has  had  some  unfortunate 
results;  and  the  fact  that  Adenauer  was  surprised  by  the 
rude  reception  he  received  in  Moscow  in  1955  has  been 
laid  to  the  fact  that  he  relied  more  on  his  own  guesses  as 
to  what  the  Russians  would  be  like  than  on  expert  ad- 
vice.26 

The  qualities  that  have  been  listed  here,  most  of  them 
fully  developed  long  before  Adenauer  came  to  the  chan- 
cellorship, are  the  components  of  his  political  style — a 
style  that  makes  him  stand  out  conspicuously  from  the 
colorless  ranks  of  the  western  statesmen  of  the  postwar 
epoch.  Everyone  who  judges  Adenauer  will  have  to  decide 
for  himself  how  heavily  to  weigh  the  positive  and  the 
negative  traits  described  here;  but,  before  he  does  so,  he 
should  look  also  at  the  course  and  development  of  the 
Chancellor's  policy  since  1949. 

II 

When  Konrad  Adenauer  became  Chancellor  of  the  new 
Federal  Republic,  which  had  resulted  from  the  fusion  of 

26  Wahrhaftig  in  West  German  Leadership,  p.  34,  is  inclined  to  believe 
that  there  is  a  dearth  of  Russian  specialists  in  Western  Germany  and  this 
was  the  source  of  the  trouble  on  the  Moscow  trip.  Cf.  H.  von  Borch, 
"Glossen,"  Aussenpolitik,  vi    (1955)  ,  613  ff. 
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the  three  western  occupation  zones,  he  might  theoretically 
have  done  what  he  is  now  reproached  for  not  having 
done:  he  might  have  decided  to  devote  all  his  energies  to 
pursuing  the  idea  of  national  unity  and  seeking  the  libera- 
tion of  the  seventeen  million  Germans  in  the  Soviet  zone. 
But,  in  1949,  the  problem  of  reunification  seemed  less 
pressing  than  it  does  today,  partly  because  recent  Soviet 
actions  made  any  accommodation  seem  impossible  (the 
Berlin  blockade  was  fresh  in  memory) ,  partly  because  the 
questions  that  affected  most  citizens  of  the  Federal  Re- 
public were  bound  up  with  the  penalties  still  imposed  on 
Western  Germany  by  the  Allies.  It  even  seemed  possible 
that  any  real  attempt  to  press  the  reunification  issue  in 
1949  might  actually  aggravate  those  problems,  by  annoying 
the  British,  by  alarming  the  French,  and  even  by  reducing 
the  Marshall  aid  upon  which  the  German  people  were  so 
dependent.27 

These  risks  Adenauer  was  not  prepared  to  take.  In  his 
mind,  the  reunification  issue  occupied  a  position  at  least 
as  remote  as  the  problem  of  eastern  frontiers  did  in 
Stresemann's,  and  probably  more  so;  and  like  Stresemaim 
Adenauer  saw  that  the  immediate  problems  were  in  the 
West.  German  recovery  once  more  meant  the  removal  of 
present  burdens  and  disabilities,  and  the  key  to  this,  once 
more,  was  reconciliation  with  France.  But  the  difference 
between  Adenauer  and  Stresemann  lay  in  the  fact  that 
Adenauer  no  longer  thought  of  recovery  as  promising  a 
return  to  an  independent  great-power  position  for  his 
country.  "When  you  fall  from  the  heights  as  we  Germans 
have  done,"  he  said  on  one  occasion,  "you  realize  that  it  is 

27jacobi  in  Foreign  Affairs,  xxxm,  240  f. 
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necessary  to  break  with  what  has  been.  We  cannot  live 
fruitfully  with  false  illusions."28  The  day  of  the  Greater 
German  Reich  was  over.  This  time  reconciliation  with  the 
Allies  and  the  regaining  of  German  sovereignty  must 
both  serve  the  cause  of  western  European  unity. 

Adenauer's  policy  has  been  called  a  blend  of  strategic 
realism  and  high-minded  idealism.29  Its  realism  was  dem- 
onstrated in  the  action  with  which  it  was  inaugurated,  the 
conclusion  of  the  Petersberg  agreement  in  November 
1949.  This  put  an  end  to  the  dismantling  process  with 
respect  to  important  sectors  of  German  industry  and,  thus, 
performed  incalculable  good  for  the  national  economy. 
The  price  of  the  Allied  concession  was  German  adherence 
to  the  Ruhr  Statute,  which  had  been  promulgated  by  the 
occupying  powers  in  December  1948  and  which  had  set 
up  an  international  authority  for  the  Ruhr.  To  national- 
ists, this  was  too  high  a  price  to  pay.  Adenauer,  on  the 
other  hand,  believed  no  price  too  high  for  the  cessation  of 
dismantling;  and,  since  this  was  the  one  that  was  set,  he 
thought  it  might  as  well  be  accepted  cheerfully,  in  the 
hope  that  agreement  here  might  create  opportunities  for 
the  exaction  of  new  concessions  from  the  Allies.  Paren- 
thetically, it  may  be  said  that,  as  it  turned  out,  Adenauer's 
calculation  was  correct;  and  his  acceptance  of  the  Ruhr 
Statute  marked  the  beginning  of  the  rapid  disappearance 
of  all  limitations  on  German  sovereignty.30 

Yet,  as  has  been  indicated,  there  was  more  to  this  than 
realism.  Since  1923  at  least,  Adenauer,  the  Rhinelander 

28  Alexander,  Adenauer,  p.  17. 

29  Henry  Kellermann  in  West  German  Leadership,  pp.  79  f. 

30  See  F.  R.  Allemann,  "Die  Krise  der  deutschen  Aussenpolitik,"  Der 
Monat,  8.  Jahrg.,  Heft  89    (February',  1956) ,  5  £. 
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and  Catholic,  had  thought  of  Germany  as  part  of  a  west- 
ern European  community.  In  that  year  he  had  told  the 
chairman  of  the  Allied  Rhineland  Commission,  M.  Ti- 
rard,  that  "a  lasting  peace  between  France  and  Germany 
can  only  be  attained  through  the  establishment  of  a  com- 
munity of  economic  interests  between  the  two  coun- 
tries,"31 a  community  that  would  inevitably  attract  the 
other  states  of  the  West.  This  view  had  not  changed. 

In  May  1949,  in  a  speech  at  Berne,  Adenauer  indicated 
that  he  would  support  the  Ruhr  Statute,  if  it  was  "the 
beginning  of  a  new  order  in  the  economy  of  all  Western 
Europe  ...  a  promising  starting  point  for  general  and 
comprehensive  co-operation  among  the  nations  of  Eu- 
rope."32 His  formal  acceptance  of  the  statute  in  November 
marked  the  beginning  of  his  fight  to  achieve  this  co- 
operation. This  was  the  ideal  that  he  held  out  to  the 
German  people,  telling  them  over  and  over  again  that 
Germany  could  no  longer  be  a  great  power  by  herself, 
that  there  were  no  longer  any  European  great  powers,  and 
that  the  future  lay  in  common  European  thought  and 
action.33 

We  must  free  ourselves  [he  said  in  May  1953]  from 
thinking  in  terms  of  national  statehood.  .  .  .  West 
European  countries  are  no  longer  in  a  position  to  pro- 
tect themselves  individually;  none  of  them  is  any  longer 
in  a  position  to  salvage  European  culture.  These  ob- 

31  See  Fritz  Stern,  "Adenauer  and  a  Crisis  in  Weimar  Democracy," 
Political  Science  Quarterly,  lxxhi    (1958) ,  22  and  note  55. 

32  Weymar,  Adenauer,  p.  389. 

33  For  a  more  recent  expression  of  this  thought,  see  Das  Parlament 
(Bonn)  ,  29  January  1958,  p.  14,  and  Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeitung,  30 

January  1958,  p.  5. 
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jectives  .  .  .  can  only  be  attained  if  the  West  European 
nations  form  a  political,  economic  and  cultural  union 
and,  above  all,  if  they  render  impossible  any  military 
conflicts  among  themselves.34 

No  other  one  of  the  German  statesmen  considered  in 
these  lectures  was  capable  of  this  kind  of  language.  Not 
even  Adenauer's  m-eat  antagonist,  Kurt  Schumacher  of 
the  Social  Democratic  party,  was  able  to  rise  above  na- 
tionalism to  this  degree.  This  was  something  new  in 
German  statecraft. 

In  the  years  from  1949  to  1954  Adenauer  held  before 
the  German  people  the  vision  of  the  new  European  order, 
which  would  be  founded  on  the  twin  pillars  of  the  Coal 
and  Steel  Plan  and  the  European  Defense  Community  and 
which  would  be  upheld  by  the  good  will  of  common  men 
in  all  countries.  That  this  vision  captured  the  imagination 
of  the  German  people  is  surely  attested  by  the  magnitude 
of  the  Chancellor's  electoral  victory  in  September  1953.35 
That  his  devotion  to  it  convinced  the  Allies  of  his  relia- 
bility is  shown  by  the  progressive  removal  of  the  remain- 
ing controls  in  Western  Germany,  although  this  process 
was  doubtless  facilitated  also  by  the  eagerness  with  which 
Western  military  authorities  awaited  the  raising  of  Ger- 
man troops.36  That  the  spirit  with  which  he  followed  the 

34  Quoted  by  Kellermann  in  West  German  Leadership,  p.  80.  See  also 
Konrad  Adenauer,  "Germany  and  Europe,"  Foreign  Affairs,  xxxi  (1953)  , 
366;  Konrad  Adenauer,  "Germany,  the  New  Partner,"  ibid.,  xxxm  (1955)  , 
181. 

35  F.  R.  Allemann,  "Bonn  ist  nicht  Weimar,"  Der  Monat,  7.  Jahrg., 
Heft  76   (January  1955)  ,  333  ff. 

36  The  military  question  cannot  be  treated  at  length  here.  See,  inter 
alia,  Lewis  J.  Edinger,  West  German  Rearmament  (Documentary  Research 
Division,  Air  University,  Maxwell  Field,  Ala.,  1955) . 
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idea  of  European  unity  communicated  itself  to  the  Fed- 
eral Republics  neighbors  is  shown  by  the  way  in  which 
Italy  and  the  Benelux  countries  stood  by  the  Chancellor 
as  he  waged  his  fight  for  EDC  at  Brussels  in  the  first  davs 
of  August  1954.  But.  in  the  end.  all  this  proved  useless. 
Later  in  the  terrible  month  of  August,  as  Adenauer  was 
to  describe  it.  the  French  Assembly  defeated  EDC  and 
removed  European  union  from  the  sphere  of  practical 
politics. 

How  embittered  the  Chancellor  was  bv  this  defeat  was 
shown  bv  that  now  famous  conversation  in  Claridge's 
during  the  London  Conference,  which  was  overheard  bv 
a  reporter  of  the  Hamburg  news  weekly,  Der  Spiegel. 
Speaking  to  M.  Bech  of  Luxembourg  and  M.  Spaak  of 
Belgium,  Adenauer  expressed  the  gravest  concern  over 
the  defeat  of  the  Defense  Community,  and  he  repeatedlv 
came  back  to  the  idea  that  the  French  action  would  lead 
to  a  revival  of  nationalism  and  militarism  in  Germany 
that  would  in  time  represent  a  danger  to  the  whole  conti- 
nent. "I  am  firmlv  convinced."  he  is  reported  to  have  said. 
"one  hundred  per  cent  convinced,  that  the  national  armv 
to  which  M.  Mendes-France  is  forcing  us  will  be  a  great 
danger  tor  Germany  and  Europe.  \\ "hen  I  am  no  longer 
on  hand."  he  added  somberly.  "I  don't  know  what  will 
become  of  Germany,  unless  we  still  manage  to  create 
Europe  in  time."37 

This  was  probablv  exaggerated — in  view  of  the  riots 

3TDct  >'•     •  October  1954.  pp.  5  f.    This  article  created  a  stir  and 

ty  commented  on  in  the  German  and  foreign  press.    Its  veracity 

-   v.ced  bv  Adenauer.   For  the  circumstances  o£  the  conversa- 

13  October  1954,  p.  4.  For  other  expressions     :    \  lenaoer's 

-  in  these  weeks,  see  The  Times     London  .  4  September  1954.  p.  6. 
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that  soon  broke  out  in  Germany  against  the  necessity  of 
wanning,  it  certainly  seems  so — but  it  was  deeply  felt. 
And  dais  bitterness  persisted  in  the  months  that  followed. 
as  the  Federal  Republic  was.  in  default  of  EDC.  mace  t 
full-fledged  member  of  NATO  and  as.  at  long  last,  she 
regained  full  sovereign:*-".  In  other  circumstances,  these 
would  haye  been  generally  regarded  as  diplomatic  tri- 
umphs of  the  first  order.  A  Swiss  newspaperman  pointed 
out  that,  when  one  remembered  the  state  of  Germany  in 
1949.  it  was  almost  impossible  to  believe  what  had  been 
accomplished  since  then,  and  that  no  more  remarkable 
feat  of  statecraft  could  be  imagined  than  Adenauer's  trans- 
formation of  Western  Germany  ""into  a  partner  no  longer 
dictated  to  but  wooed — and  all  this  by  means  of  a  con- 
sist endy  pro- Allied  policy."35  Yet  to  many  Germans,  these 
accomplishments  seemed  a  kind  of  second  best,  compare;, 
with  the  ^oal  they  had  been  seeking,  while  others  who 
looked  at  what  the  Chancellor  had  achievei  saw  :he  price 
they  would  hive  :;  pay  rather  than  the  gains  they  -•.ere 
making 

Thus,  in  the  months  that  stretched  between  the  Lone :  n 
ana  Paris  conferences  and  the  final  ratification  of  the 
Parts  :rea::es  :v  the  5ttni.es:a;  in  Ferruarv  I ;•.'?.  the 
Chancellor  was  assailed  by  perfervid  supporters  of  Euro- 
pean union  who.,  in  their  cisihtisi  r>nm  ent,  swung  into  op- 
position :f  by  politicians  who  considered  his  acceptance 
of  the  Saar  Statute  past  as  unpatriotic  as  they  had  con- 

N:f— rcr  1954    r.  1. 

39 Sea   Ear  --—--!*    Paul   5-eiie    "Es   rr:    nocii   VafisSnde:      Frxrtk- 
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sidered  his  acceptance  of  the  Petersberg  agreement  six 
years  before;40  by  all  those  who — now  that  admission  into 
an  arms  community  had  become  actual — were  frightened 
by  the  military  costs  and  risks  necessarily  assumed;41  and, 
most  bitterly,  by  those  who  now  said,  and  continued  to 
say,  that,  in  his  pursuit  of  his  Western  objectives,  Konrad 
Adenauer  was  making  the  reunification  of  Germany  im- 
possible. 


Ill 


Criticism  of  the  Chancellor's  policy  towards  the  Soviet 
Union  had  been  mounting  ever  since  the  death  of  Stalin 
and  had  recently  been  given  a  decided  impetus  by  a 
speech  of  Heinrich  Bruening  before  the  Rhine-Ruhr  Club 
in  Diisseldorf  in  June  1954.  In  this  address  the  former 
Chancellor  charged  that  Adenauer's  policy  was  too  dog- 
matic and  too  pro-Western  and  that  it  would  make  the 
recovery  of  the  German  lands  under  Soviet  control  im- 
possible. Germany  should  imitate  the  policy  of  the  1920's, 
Bruening  said,  the  period  in  which — protected  by  the 
Rapallo,  Locarno,  and  Berlin  treaties — she  had  mediated 
between  East  and  West,  while  at  the  same  time  enjoying 
the  now  long  absent  benefits  of  the  eastern  trade.  The 
trouble  with  the  people  in  Bonn,  he  said,  was  that  they 

40  Ibid.,  27  October,  1  November  1954.  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  the 
Saar  question,  see   Edgar   Alexander,   Adenauer  and    the   New    Germany 

(New   York,   1957)      (a   different   version   of   the   book   cited   above)  ,   pp. 
179-202. 

41  See,  for  instance,  Gordon  A.  Craig,  "NATO  and  the  New  German 
Army,"  in  Military  Policy  and  National  Security,  edited  by  W.  W.  Kauf- 
mann    (Princeton,  1956) ,  pp.  218  ff. 
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did  not  "seem  to  have  read  the  Rapallo  treaty."42 

This  singularly  disconnected  discourse  completely  over- 
looked the  transformation  in  power  relationships  that  had 
taken  place  since  1922,  gave  a  misleading  impression  of 
the  position  of  the  Weimar  Republic  after  1926,  and  was 
entirely  devoid  of  practical  suggestions.43  It  was  neverthe- 
less bound  to  create  a  stir  in  a  country  where  the  word 
Rapallo  always  elicits  a  sentimental  reaction,  and  it  did 
so.  Bruening's  argument  was  much  like  that  currently 
being  made  by  Karl  Georg  Pfleiderer,  and  before  long 
these  two  were  joined  by  ex-Chancellor  Luther44  and — 
after  the  defeat  of  EDC— by  a  host  of  other  dignitaries. 
By  October,  the  volatile  leader  of  the  Free  Democrats, 
Thomas  Dehler,  had  leaped  into  the  dispute  by  suggesting 
that  a  new  approach  be  made  to  Moscow,  and  the  Social 
Democrats  were  insisting  that  the  NATO  tie  should  not 
be  consummated  until  an  earnest  new  attempt  had  been 
made  to  clarify  the  reunification  question  by  negotiations 
with  the  Soviet  Union.45 

In  responding  to  these  criticisms  Adenauer  showed  both 
his  strongest  and  his  weakest  characteristics.  In  the  Bun- 
destag debate  on  the  London  agreement  in  October  1954, 

42  Heinrich  Bruening,  "Die  Vereinigten  Staaten  und  Europa.  Ein 
Vortrag  im  Rhein-Ruhr-Club,  Diisseldorf"  (Stuttgart,  1954)  ;  New  York 
Times,  5  June  1954,  p.  4;  Manchester  Guardian,  7  June  1954,  p.  5. 

43  For  criticisms  of  Bruening's  speech,  see,  inter  alia,  R.K.,  "Der  Mythus 
von  Rapallo,"  Deutsche  Zeitung,  26  June  1954,  p.  3;  F.  R.  Allemann, 
"Zuriick  zu  Rapallo?"  Der  Monat,  7.  Jahrg.,  Heft  73  (October  1954) ,  42  ff., 
47;  the  German  edition  of  Alexander,  Adenauer,  especially  pp.  143  ff.; 
"Bruenings  Tragik  auf  deutscher  Buhne,"  Rheinischer  Merkur,  11  June 
1954,  p.  3. 

44  New  York  Times,  6  June  1954,  p.  9. 

45  F.  R.  Allemann,  "Kein  Urlaub  von  der  Aussenpolitik,"  Der  Monat, 
7.  Jahrg.    (1954-55) ,  107  ff. 
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he  was  masterly,  sitting  all  day  silent  on  the  government 
bench  until  the  evening,  when  the  proceedings  were 
broadcast,  and  then  intervening  again  and  again  in  the 
debate,  with  well-calculated  fits  of  rage,  dismissing  the 
opposition's  arguments  as  trivial  or  as  yesterday's  outworn 
Realpolitik,  and  insisting  that  the  German  people  must 
accept  the  freedom  that  the  West  now  offered  them.46 
Here  and  in  subsequent  debates  he  carried  the  house  and 
the  people  with  him.  But  it  should  be  noted  that  this 
achievement  was  flawed  by  his  attribution  to  his  oppo- 
nents of  motives  meaner  than  his  own  and  by  his  practice 
of  intimating— unfairly  but  in  many  subtle  ways — that  they 
were  all  neutralists  or  pro-Communists.  Moreover,  and 
this  was  more  important,  throughout  the  campaign  he 
indulged  his  old  penchant  for  oversimplification,  by  re- 
peatedly arguing  that  a  policy  of  strength,  founded  on 
German  rearmament  and  adhesion  to  NATO,  would  force 
the  Russians,  in  due  course,  to  grant  reunification. 

This  was  a  dangerous  argument  to  advance,  even  for 
the  sake  of  winning  acceptance  of  the  London  and  Paris 
agreements,  for  it  was  bound  to  arouse  unreasonable  ex- 
pectations. It  did  precisely  that  and  has  caused  the  Chan- 
cellor trouble  ever  since.  Basically,  the  flaw  in  the  theory 
that  strength  will  lead  to  successful  negotiation  is  that  it 
presupposes  a  willingness  to  use  that  strength  if  the  ob- 
jectives of  negotiation  are  not  attained.  But  the  Russians 
knew  perfectly  well  that,  however  strong  the  West  became, 
it  would  not  launch  a  war  to  achieve  German  reunifica- 

46  See  the  account  in  Der  Spiegel,  13  October  1954,  p.  5.  In  the  debate 
of  17  December  1954,  he  was  less  effective,  apparently  because  of  over- 
work. Ibid.,  22  December  1954,  pp.  5-8. 
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tion;  and  this  should  have  been  realized  in  Bonn  and 
Washington  before  quite  so  much  was  said  about  Western 
expectations.  In  retrospect,  it  is  still  amazing  that,  on  the 
eve  of  the  first  Geneva  conference  of  1955,  all  the  leaders 
of  the  Western  alliance  seem  to  have  convinced  them- 
selves, or  perhaps  to  have  been  convinced  by  Adenauer, 
that  the  Soviets  were  awed  by  western  might  and  were — 
for  this  and  other,  principally  economic,  reasons — on  the 
point  of  caving  in. 

Nothing  that  happened  on  the  summit  gave  any  sup- 
port to  that  overconfident  belief.  Nor  did  anything  that 
happened  in  the  months  that  followed.  Indeed,  in  Septem- 
ber 1955,  when  Adenauer  made  his  famous  trip  to  Mos- 
cow, his  hosts  seem  to  have  taunted  him  about  his  reliance 
on  the  policy  of  strength;47  and,  at  the  second  Geneva 
conference,  they  dispelled  a  lot  of  accumulated  illusions 
by  making  it  clear  that  they  alone  could  grant  German 
reunification  and  that  they  had  no  intention  of  doing  so, 
except  on  their  own  terms. 

The  Chancellor's  policy  of  strength  was  subjected  to 
even  graver  blows  in  the  course  of  the  next  two  years. 
Throughout  1956,  NATO  did  not  become  stronger  in 
military  power  but  weaker,  thanks  to  the  failure  of  some 
of  its  members  to  meet  prescribed  force  levels  and  to  the 
reduction  of  France's  contingent  through  the  require- 
ments of  her  colonial  policy;  and,  by  the  end  of  the  year, 
even  the  United  States  was  carrying  through  troop  reduc- 
tions that  promised  to  weaken  still  further  the  NATO 

47  Ibid.,  14  September  1955,  pp.  9-14,  21  September,  pp.  6-14;  Borch  in 
Aussenpolitik,  vi,  613  ff.;  Alexander,  Adenauer,  German  ed.,  pp.  167  ff., 
American  ed.,  pp.  215-38. 
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shield.48  At  the  same  time,  the  moral  unity  of  NATO  was 
badly  damaged  by  the  Suez  crisis  of  1956,  which,  in  addi- 
tion, disillusioned  many  Germans  by  the  spectacle  of  lack 
of  foresight  and  co-ordination,  of  military  inefficiency  and 
maladministration,  and  of  muddle-headedness  and,  ulti- 
mately, panic  that  it  opened  before  their  eyes.  The  launch- 
ing of  the  Sputniks  in  1957  was  merely  another  item  in  a 
catalogue  of  woes  that  plagued  the  Western  alliance  and 
made  Adenauer's  policy  seem  unrealistic. 

As  the  reputation  of  the  Western  Allies  declined  in 
German  eyes,  the  demands  for  some  kind — almost  any 
kind — of  negotiations  with  the  Soviet  Union  redoubled, 
and  the  criticisms  of  the  Chancellor's  failure  to  sound  out 
the  Russians  earlier  deepened.  The  cry  was  now  raised 
that,  in  his  devotion  to  the  West,  he  had  deliberately 
sabotaged  a  possible  accommodation  with  the  Soviet 
Union;  and  substance  was  given  to  this  charge  by  two 
former  ministers,  who  accused  him  of  willfully  refusing 
to  consider  a  Soviet  note  of  10  March  1952,  which,  they 
claimed,  if  properly  followed  up,  might  have  led  to  the 
recovery  at  least  of  Middle  Germany  on  acceptable  terms, 
and  probably  with  free  elections.49 

It  is  obvious  that  these  are  charges  that  are  impossible, 
at  this  historical  remove,  to  prove  or  disprove.  Yet  it  may 

48  On  the  so-called  Radford  plan,  and  Adenauer's  reaction  to  it,  see 
Der  Spiegel,  3  October  1956,  p.  11. 

49  On  the  Soviet  note  in  question,  see  New  York  Times,  11  March  1952, 
p.  1,  and  the  editorial  "A  New  Soviet  Maneuver,"  ibid.,  12  March  1952, 
p.  26.  On  the  debate  of  January  1958,  see  ibid.,  30  January  1958,  p.  4; 
Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeitung,  30  January  1958;  Erich  Dombrowski, 
"Der  vorbeigegangene  Dolchstoss,"  ibid.,  31  January  1958;  F.  R.  Allemann 
in  Die  Zeit  (Hamburg)  ,  31  January  1958;  Rheinischer  Merkur,  31  Janu- 
ary 1958,  pp.  1-2;  and  Das  Parlament,  29  January  1958,  esp.  pp.  8,  19-22. 
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well  be  that  this  debate  has  revealed  the  question  upon 
which  any  final  assessment  of  Konrad  Adenauer  will  turn. 
For,  as  one  reads  the  Soviet  note  of  March  1952,  the 
salient  point  is  not  the  one  over  which  the  parliamentar- 
ians are  wrangling— namely,  whether  it  was  a  sincere  offer 
or  merely  an  elaborate  maneuver— but  rather  the  fact  that 
the  Western  powers  and  their  German  partner  did  not 
apparently  make  any  serious  effort  to  find  out,  by  explora- 
tion and  negotiation,  how  sincere  it  might  be.  And  that, 
as  Claus  Jacobi  wrote  some  years  ago  in  another  connec- 
tion, "is  why  the  Federal  Republic  in  its  reunification 
policy  lacks  the  alibi  which  it  probably  could  have  had 
quite  easily.  And  since  history  is  resentful,  it  will— [we 
should  perhaps  say  'may']— one  day  ask  where  this  alibi 


is 


"50 


However  that  may  be,  and  despite  the  storms  currently 
swirling  around  his  head,  Konrad  Adenauer  remains  the 
most  impressive  statesman  in  the  Western  alliance  and, 
although  he  has,  with  his  usual  tactical  virtuosity,  ad- 
justed his  position,  he  has  not  done  so  at  the  expense  of 
his  principles.  At  the  rather  dispirited  NATO  conference 
of  December  1957,  it  was  his  vigorous  lead  that  prevented 
a  completely  sterile  result;51  and,  while  he  took  the  initia- 
tive in  urging  new  approaches  to  the  Soviet  Union,  this 
seems  to  have  been  not  an  abandonment  of  a  previous 
position  but  an  assurance  that,  if  such  talks  must  come, 
he  would  have  a  share  in  determining  their  content  and 
course.52  The  Chancellor  has  no  intention  of  being  ma- 

50  Jacobi  in  Foreign  Affairs,  xxxiii,  241. 

51  New  York  Times,  20  December  1957,  p.  1;  M.  G.  Donhoff  in  Die  Zeit, 
26  December  1957. 

52  Frankfurter  Allgemeine  Zeitung,  19  December  1957. 
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neuvered,  either  by  his  own  public  opinion  or  the  pres- 
sure of  his  allies,  into  a  Rapacki  plan  or  a  Kennan  plan 
or  any  other  kind  of  a  plan  that  will  destroy  the  work  he 
has  accomplished.  As  he  told  an  American  reporter  re- 
cently, he  still  believes  that  Western  strength  and  unity 
are  the  prerequisites  of  successful  negotiation  with  the 
Soviet  Union  and  that  "there  is  no  use  negotiating  for 
the  mere  sake  of  hearing  yourself  talk.  We  must  first 
agree  about  the  practical  objectives  of  our  negotiations."53 
These,  we  must  remember,  are  the  words  of  a  man  who 
has  always  known  what  his  own  objectives  are,  and  whose 
steadiness  of  nerve  and  stubbornness  of  purpose  have 
never  been  questioned. 

IV 

Perhaps  a  final  word  should  be  said.  If  the  turn  of 
events  destroys  the  work  of  Konrad  Adenauer,  it  may  well 
be  that  history's  verdict  will  attribute  this  to  his  own 
frailties  of  character  or  statecraft.  But  at  least  no  one  will 
be  able  to  charge  that  his  failure  was  due  to  moral  or 
political  irresponsibility  or  to  chauvinism  or  to  lust  for 
conquest.  Among  all  the  statesmen  considered  here,  he  is 
the  one  most  free  from  that  corrosive  nationalism  that 
has  in  the  past  distorted  the  German  spirit.  The  nation 
whose  unity  was  first  forged  by  Bismarck  he  wished  to 
submerge  in  a  greater  unity.  Even  failure  should  not  be 
allowed  to  dim  the  grandeur  of  the  attempt. 


53  Joseph     Alsop,    "Adenauer    on     Negotiations,"    New     York     Herald 
Tribune,  29  January  1958,  p.  16. 
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